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PREFACE 


Snmv <-t>ntn» of lltn lluninkriHliutt OhUy liuve 
for Muua ypun puxt Iwr.ii liriitKiuK out imiMirtuut 
Ticrijitutt** Ilf the Jiittilux witli t«xt, wiii'()>fur> 
wnni miili'niip', ruuuiiitf (miLHlotiuH . tinil nutOH 
l)Qwil oil uutliiiriti\tir« in iiisU'i' to 

inuke tticm tuiaiuiblo to thr Kug^Hah'kiioxriug 
public wliuM k»nu*lc(l(p> of Soiukvit tA ]iuiit«»il. 
'Jlttf Dliii^ivuiMiilu by Su'iimi SwuruiHiiinmla 
imUiAhrd by Uip Ailniita AAbntiiin, Mnyuvuti, 
au«l oi^bt niitjiQ- I'jiniiiAluuU by Svntnu Sbnrm* 
aiitmU pnbliitliHl by tbc IfuuiukrUhuiv Mutli, 
AfiiilniK. brtv^ nircuily Wuitio )Mii>ubir. Ai» 
xilitiou of (lie Jlnibniit^SulniK on .Ainitlur Uiir« wtis 
m’ar-dna- Ilia prnwnl Mork ia ittU*n(b'«1 to fulHl 
tkit want imil in rimiploto in OiaM AarieA tbo 
Pnixtbunotniyn mvonliiit; to tba iiilt^iii'tiiliuits 
•of Knukuni. 'J'ho wnnl>t(ir*woril truuAlution ia 
vriy litarul, but tliR ninnitgr tnitLiIiitiun U 
1IA litrnil OA jHiAiublc conHiAtont with v«Ay ri'iulinfc. 
Tn Aum« plncRA the tniiulntiou of ijuotntioiui fnqti 
Ibe Upauielinila (ini token front Mnx Mtiller’e 
oiliUon of the Uimuiidiaibi nml the quotatioiui of 
the Sri Jlbaahyn from Dr. ThibAui’e edition of 
<hc book (>Sorro<l Hooke of the hkist Serice), both 
with «li(^t nilnittationa. 



It u h(>i)fd tlie Tolnme wilb b« n fitting cum- 
panion to tfie otlur SanJkrit works pobliiked 
the Ramnkrishna Order. 


S. V. 


ADVAITA ASUaASU 
UATaVATI, ntUALAYAS 
Novtmbrr S5, }D^. 
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INTRODUCTION 


ms «ix sy&riots ok i>utXA)soi>uv 

The Vedas are ike scriptures o£ the Hindus,, 
to whatever sect or deuomiuotion they may 
^long. They are the earliest extnut religious, 
litetmlure to>day uud form the corner*stoiie of the 
Indo-Aryan cultarMl edifice. The Uindus beliere 
that the Vedas are nut the utterances of any 
person bat nie eternal and owe thali' authority to- 
no individual. They are not inspired but oxpiTe<l. 
by God. These Vedas are divided into two 
aectians, the Eamiakhndn and the Jn&nakfindu. 
the funner dealing with* the ritnulistic and tlu" 
latter with the knowledge portion of the Vedas. 
The latter aectiou is nlito known as the Vcdantii. 
the eud of the Vedos or the goal or gist of the 
Vedas. These ore not were s|teculutions but the- 
record of the spiritoal experiences of the race for 
centuries, actual realisations or supei-conocious- 
perceptions. 

Though we find VeiUntic thought .even ioi 
some of the earliest hymns of the Rig^Veila, e.ff. 
the N&sadiya Suktn, which forms as it were the- 
bosis of later Upanishads, yet there is no denying 
the fact that the Indo^Aryans in their earlier 
days in India were given more to ritxiaU and 
sacrifices. These were elaborated to such an. 
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•extent b; Ibe Ci-ibimiuiu, Uie jiriMlly cIom, Ikat 
jwnosH (if rotionoiiitic beut of miiul rrroltMl iiiicl 
ijuestioucd tb« very uBirai'y uf 1b« mrritii'iHl n> 
]iffioai. They engagetl tUenuK^rra iii metuphyai- 
col probleuu aud arrirod at (lUbireut wlatioua of 
tbp world. The VedAntic tbought tbAt wu iu 
gena form va> uoir devvloped mort: and moK, 
■and wa liave tlie Upaiiinbada. Tbix spirit of' re* 
volt againat rituitlisni wns curritH) on ntninly by 
tbe Kxbatriyus. I'be Jndo-Arynus wcra very bold 
'tbinkaiD and uutbiiig wax wu-rilvgious to tbeiu in 
their aanrub after truth. TmetM of uii]>uiition 
iigainat tbu religion ut the Vedus iii-u (uond in ibe 
Vwlax theinsulTes. Thu tidul n-nrv of nitiimoliam 
in its exti-eme form gave rixo to aurh whooU uf 
thought a.a the Cborrakab, which n-cre vxlrenirly 
iinaterioliatic and auti>reUgioua. 

In the nge iuuiicHliately preceding Bnildba 
ond daring bii lifetinio there wna n greul reli' 
gioas and idtiloaophical upheuvol in India. From 
the Brabinaj&la-Sutruit we leu;ii that iu hia time 
there were or many ok sixty-tn'o diffemit echuolx 
of philosophy in liidiii. AVu iilxo kntm from 
Itaddliiitiu literature tbe nuuiea u( u good number 
of teachers who were venerated in Aryavnrta at 
dhe time—nainea like I’arina Kaxynim, Katyn* 
yana, MnkktUi Oo^^Ih. Xigoutha Nfttbapntra, 
the founder of dniniiuu, and <ithrra. Wliile thea« 
■great souln reiircKented Indian culture from an 
■unti'Veilic etandpoirtt* there were ■ iiinny. great 
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names that represented ilie ouliurc from (he titidi*- 
tional etandpoint—namea that are still veitiTated' 
b>’ Hindu religion and culture. 

The deshuctiTe criticism of oterjrthing in the- 
old sjetem by the Ch&re&kns and others set th>‘ 
orthodox section to organiice their belief on u 
more rationalistic basis and render it immune 
against all such criticism. This led to the fooiidn* 
tioQ of the aix systems of orthodox Hindu philo¬ 
sophy—orthodox' in the sense that they nceepted* 
the authority of the Vedas in things tnnarenden* 
tal—^while thei-e trere others vho did not accept 
thio authority and therefore were dubbed hetero¬ 
dox, though otherwise they too were the oulemne 
of Upanishadic thought. The acceptance of the- 
anthority of the Vedas by these orthodox seliools. 
however, does not mean that they ii<*eepted tliciii 
in into. Their nlleginnce to the Vedas voried' 
widely and often it wns too loose. Of the six 
orthotlox schools, vu. Kylyn, Vniseshikti, Sdnkllyn. 
Vogii, Punm Mimamsh ond TTttarn Uimfimsfi 
nc Vedinta. the Inst two are intimately con¬ 
nected witli the Vedas. M*hirh is one of the reason* 
why they nee not mentjniie<l in the Tainn and’ 


' Aicika (ottbodosl snd NAstiks (beteiodox) bad 
nothJbl to do with b«H«t or non*b«lu( in the cxiiunce 
els God. Suokbrs and Mim&stift which did not accept 
an Itwata ware pet regarded Aitika (orthodox). 
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Jiudilliiiitir liU-mturv, wbilo th« other* ore men-* 

TbeM) mIx urtkotlox syateiu* of thought deve* 
Jopetl Kide by side at different intellectual centre*, 
•of which there were a good number all orer the 
•country even daring the Vpanishadic period. 
.Agoiii in each system there were shade* of 
-difference. Thu* fur centuries philoeophic 
thought developed in India till at last it became 
•to unwieldy-that a regular systetnaiiiation of 
each school of thought was found a great necee- 
-sity. This led to the Sutra literature. 

TltX SUTRAS 

These systematic treatises were written in 
■short ophorisms culled Sutra*, meaning clue*, 
and were intended as memory*aid* to long di*cu*- 
-«ionfl on any topic which the student had gon* 
through.with hi* t«acheV or Ouru. Tlie thought 
was very much condenaed, for mnch wa* taken 
for granted. Consequently the maximum of 
thought was compressed into these Sutras in as 
few words as possible. Madhw&cbirya. quote* 
from Padma Parana a definition of the Sutra m 
his commentary on the Brahma-.SutraA which 
rons as follows: 
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'*'F«opIe learneil in Sutni literuturo suy tbtit a 
iiiutra aLould bo <MU<;ue iiuil unaiubiguoua, givv 
4he 8snuce of ibo nrgQineuta on a topic bnt at tbe 
■aame time ileal witli all oapects of tlie queation, 
3be free from repetition and faultless.” Though 
this definition states what a Sutra ought to be, 
dn practice, however, the desire for brerily ttu 
carried to such extremes that moat part of the 
Sutra literature is now unintelligible, nnd*this is 
jmrticularly so with respect to the Vedinta- 
-Sutres which hsa consequently given rise to 
'divergent ayatems. 

There was Sutra literature in every branch 
-of Indo-Aryan knowledge which had become 
■cumbrous through centuries and required syste- 
jaaiisatiou. The authors of Sutras, as we see, 
■are not the founders of the thought or systems 
they propounded, but are mere s^’stematisers of 
the thought developed ou the subject by succes¬ 
sive generations of thinkers (or oenturies. The 
thought of thede Sutras was much developed by 
later thinkere and even modified by them, 
though all of them disclaimed any originality 
in it, declaring that they were merely interpre¬ 
ting the Sutras. This was . specially the case 
with respect tp the philosophical Sutras. All 
tfaeA subsequent thinkers belonged to one or 
other of the six systems and developed Us trsdi* 
iionary thought from generation to generation, 
rendering it more and more perfect, and more 
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mill lunre M'c-tin* n{runi^t the erer iww criticisiU!> 
of rival schonlx. Such intarprelationB u( th» 
Sutro9 {rnve rue to v-nrioiu kisdii t»f litemrj vrrit- 
ittp « like VAkjruK, Trittia. lUrikaa atul BbisliTaa. 
Mch of them hcin^ luorc unit more elnbomte 
thnii the preriou» ones. 

niK »BAiuu-amtA8. 

• 

The VtNiuiahiiila <lu not contiun nnv n>fltly- 
niuili* iMiuaiKtriit Myxtriii of tlioufrht. At first 
«(rht they iw((>iu tn Im> full of uoitlradirtionA. 
lleiice aruM the ntH-eosity of aysteiuntiunp the 
th«U|rht of the l.•))nluaha■la. B&dnriyanu, to 
wlium the nuUiorship of the Brohmo-Sutras or 
Yed4iita>Sa1niR ia nwribed, is not the only one 
who had tried to systtmintue the philoSbphy of 
the Upaniahachi., From the Brahma^Satraa itaelf 
we find that there were other schools of Tedfintft 
whirh hml their own following:. YTe find the 
iiniiiea of Audulomi. EiMkrithnn, Bddori, 
Joimtui. EArsImfijini, *Aaiuamthyn tind ntherx 
mehtioneil. All this ahows tKnt Bhdcir&ynna'a 
SuimR do not constitute the only Hystematic work 
in the Veddntn itrhenl, thouffh probably ihe last 
and beet. All the sects of India pow bold this 
work to bo the great nnthority and every new ^ect 
•tarts with n fresh commentary on it—wi&oui 
which no sect ran be founded in this ronntry. 



ISTRODUCnON 


▼u 

THE ACtilOH ASU UATE Of TIIK SOTilAS 

Aboat B&dnrnjTiiuu, tk«i EutUor of tbu SutrnAp 
▼ei 7 little ie known to-duy. Traditiou. hnweTer. 
identiSeg hiiu with VyiM, the aatltor of the Oitn 
nnd the UnhAhhArntu. Sankara, however, in hL* 
c<HiuaeBtHrics refera to Yyisa m the author of the 
Uahibhimta, and the author of the Sutras he 
refer* to h« Bhdor&ysna. Perhniis to him Ihwe 
two penonalitiee were different. Hie folluwere, 
VAchaepati, Anaiuln^lri and othera identify 
VjAea and B&dardyana, while K&inAnujn nnd 
other cotnnientuton on the Sutraa attribute it to 
VyAea. 

Deusaen infeia from the oron references in 
the works of Jaimini and Hadar&yann that thev 
may have been combined by a later editor into 
one work, nnd providetr with the vroes references. 
This combined work, he saiyM, wax coinmenteil npnu 
by Uparersha on wh<ae work the conitaentarieo 
of Sahara on the Purra Mim&Jii.<A nnd Senkam on 
the Uttara UiniftmAA rest. SankHiu'e i-oinmen- 
tory on 3. 3. pives support to thin last view 
and it also explaim the po'pular idea that tlie two 
Mim&ms&s form one Sistm. This comhinetl work 
might well have been nrranged by Vyisn, the 
auAcw of the MahAhhimtn. Or it may be that 
be had written them himself according to the 
views that were traditionally handed down ha 
BA darAyana’s. This tatter view easily aeconnta 
for the reference to BadarAyona by name in the 


B 



Till 


BRAHMA-SUniAS 


Sutras. Tfaat suck u thiug wus uoi uucomuiou 
in ancisnt India is e8tablish<Kl by Colebrook ou 
the Authority of Indian commentators of Msmi 
uud YkjiiaTAlkya.' Max IlQller also says that 
Bidariyana and other similar names are simply 
eponymous heroes of different philoaophies.* 

in support of the view that the two peiemu 
are one it can be pointed out that there existed 
in the time of Pinini Sutras known as Bhikshu- 
Sutras which are identified by Vachaspati witli 
the VedAnta-Sutrae. The sabjeet-matter of the 
YedAnta-Sutras beiuff Brahman, tha knowledge 
of which is preeminently meant for SannyAaiua, 
it might wall be called Bhikshu>Sutraa. FAnini 
in hia Sutras asmibes them Bhikihu-Sutraa to 
Parlsarya, tha son of Parhsaxa, i.a., Vada'VyAw, 
who was also called Badariyana os ha had hia 
Aabrama at Badari in the HimAlayas. That the 
VedAnta-Sutras and Parra MimimsA^utraa must 
have existed befwe FAnini can alio be infan^l 
from the commeatary on both of them by TJpa* 
varsha who is said to be the Gum of FAnini in 
the KathA>e8intaAgarA, though we moat admit it 
cannot be conclusxrely proved that the two TTpa* 
varshas are one and the same person. 

The identity of the YedAnta>Sutraa and the 
Bhikahu-Sutras would no doubt fix the data of 

' The Sis Srsum sf lodttn Pbilotopbr (}9i2 tmprudon), 

p.ua 
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tlie Sutrat rei-y cttrly, before Budtjba, aiul a 
<}aeation may artee bow •och au early work coaid 
bare referred to vnrioaa other achooU of iihiliMu- 
|)Ly of a much later date and refated them, lu 
thia coDueotion we moat not for{pet that the 
author of the Sutrat does not refer to auy founder 
of the diflereut tchools by name. He even does 
not use the (eoluiical temia of the different Mhouht 
os they are known to us to>day. During that 
freut i>hiIoeophicnl fenneui which followed ut 
the cliwe of the Upuniahadlc period various metu- 
]>hysicol views were held which later develojwd 
in definite channels. Therefore the fact that 
Bftdar&jaua is acquainted with certain systems of 
thought which later enme to he associated with 
certain names «loes )\ui show Utai Badarayana 
was later than these persons. These later nouies 
were hy no means the original founders of these 
systems of thought, but only gave definite shape 
to lotue particular thought that was found in that 
funss of philoso])hicAl speculations which existed 
in that period. B&doriyann could anticipate 
even the Bud<lhistic and Jaiua schools, for 
Buddha and UahAvira also were not the found* 
*n oi any altogether new schools of philosophy 
but imbibed much of the thought current in the 
country at the time. There was no revolutionary 
departure in their philosophy, but it was their 
gi-eat personality that shaped the history of India 
for centuries. As regards Jaina thought we know 
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definitely that it exidteil from eren before the- 
time of r&rsrranfcth (8th ot 0th century M. G.)* 
In fact all these syateuu luust have beloDj^l to 
the Buine period of phiUMophical ferment which 
preceded the riee of Buddhism, Thus a writer of 
the Vedhnta>8uhtu before Buddha may- well be 
acquainted with the different schools of. philo¬ 
sophy refuted in the I’erkuiAdn of that book, 
thoo^h they miirht nut hare existed in the form 
in which ws know them to^ay or in tlie form in 
which they hn\> been refutnl by Snnkiini. . 

Uiireorer, that the Vnlantii-Butnts w«uw 
known to exist before Kuddlia i-nii nlM» W mode- 
out frtiui the (fita. The date of the GitA und the- 
ori^nnl MnhAbhAratn, of which the GitA is » 
|Mrt. can he fixed before the time of Bnddhn. 
Both of them are pre*Buddhistic, for they contnin 
uo reference to Buddhn anti Buddhimu. Quoto- 
iioaii from both are found in BodliAyinia who- 
belon^fs to 400 B.C. The liingunfre of the. Gitfi- 
also seems to belonfr to n jwriod liefore PAniiti.. 
He is also onnTersant with the epic characters.. 
So we can well My that the Gita and the UahA- 
bhAratn were known before Buddhn. Bow we- 
find a clear reference to the Brnhma-Sutms. in 
GitA IH.d, where the word 'Brahmn->SntTa-pnduih’* 
oconrs. This is a definite referenre to the- 
Vedania-Sutros. Tlie full text runs as follows: 
'*Tbis has been sun^ by the Bishis in rarimis 
ways and in different metres and definitely an^ 
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logiciiUy by tli« wonU nt the BroUniA^Sutriti/’ 
Tilak aripiui iu hiit Uitil'ltaboay)! tlint Ute firnt 
liaif referit to tenclnnga which «i'e discounected 
aiud uusyateirtatin and therefore refem to the 
TJpauuhnds, while the later bnlf to MHiieUiiuir 
definite and logical—n iHfftuvnce that » clearly 
hiooffht out by thie ittoutu and therefore refer* to 
the a>‘ateuiatijic<l thought in the Ved&ntn*Sutrua. 
Ifax MtlUer too ia of opinion that the Yedhnta 
Sutras belong to .nti eerlier period than .the Oiti* 
And in the text juat quotetl he finds a clear refer* 
ence to the ]-eciignis4><l title of (he Veddnta or 
Brahuui*Sutras.* Indian cunimeutatoi'a on the 
Oitd like Bhuianuja, Mudhwa and others ideiiUfy 
the Vediuta-Sutraa in this ^MtssHge of the Giti. 

Bui if the Vedanta'Sntras be of an earlier 
date than tha Gitd, how could it rontaiu refer* 
«ua«« to the Gitnf In Sutras 2..3. 4o aud 4. 2. 21 
ell the ooiRiiientaloni fiuote .the snine text of the 
4}iti, and there wicnis to be no doubt that they 
are right. These rroaa reforencea show that the 
author of the Oiti had a lumd in the present 
recension of (he Sutras. This is alao mode clear 
Vy the rejection of the fourfold Yyuha of the 
BhagaTntus both by the Giti and the Sutros and 
the great predoniinatu'e giren to the Siukhya 
echool in both. The Oiti accepts the' Suukhya 

* Th« Six Systems oi Indite Philosophy, p. 113. 
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view of crettion but modifies it to some extent 
Rud makes the Pradhann sabaerrient to tb» 
Supreme Brtihnuia whirb is non-dual. In the 
VetUotn-SQtms also tb< author refute* the 
dualism of the SftnkhTas. Otbervise he bns no 
objection to occepting the Pradb&nn or Prnkutl 
as a principle dependant on the Supreme Iiord 
(r/de 1. 4. tl-S); Sankara in his Bhishya on these 
Sutras makes this <{aite clear. 

Prom what has been said ahore we find that 
there are strong grounds for beliering that tho 
Veciftntn-Sutnis luiut have existefl before Buddhii 
and that if Kadaraynuii und Voda-VTilsa are not 
one mid the some peraon os tradition holds, the 
latter must have had a . baud in the preaent. 
recension of the f>utrua, though it ia very difhentt 
to say to what extent—whether it was by wny of 
merely revising the original Sutras of BAdarh- 
ynua nr writing them down ta toto' after th» 
teachings of BkdarAyana. 

COMMXXTaTOSS ox TIU: llB.4mfA>8VTXA8 

It haa already been shown that the Brahma- 
Sutras of Btdariyann aomehow gained promi* 
netim and i»opularity and as a result all the great 
ArhAryoa have written commentaries on it. The 
oldest of the extant commentaries ii by Snnkam, 
the exponent of Ifonism. A Vritti by Upavarsha 
is mentioned by Sankara nnd BhAskiim and a 
Vritti by BodbaiYina is referred to and often 
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quoted by Him&nujn io bis Sri Bbashja. Saa* 
kora does not refer to Bodh&yana. According to 
Vedinta Desika the two are one pereon. Unfor* 
tunately this work of Bodb&ynna is not available 
now. Baminuja quotes also from tbe Dramidn 
BU&abya which evulerttly belongs to the Bhakti 
rnlt of Sonthern India. Sankara was followed 
by* a host of commentators on these Sutras— 
Yhdara Prakisba, Bh&skara. Tijn&na Bhikshu, 
Raminuja, Xilakantha, Sripnti, Nimblrka, 
hfndbwa, Vallabha and Balodeva. There are even 
some recent ocunmentariee, though of not much 
value. All these try to maintain that their 
system Is the one that Badar&yana propounded 
through his Sutras. 

At present, however, only five of these great 
commentators have a large following—Sankara, 
the exponent of Monism; R&m&nuja, the expo¬ 
nent of yisishUdvaita or qualified Monism; Nim- 
bArka, the exponent of Bhedibhodavida or the 
theory of difference ond non-difference; Msdhwa, 
the exponent of Dualism; and Vallabha, the ex¬ 
ponent of Suddhftdvsitavida. All of these sys¬ 
tems seem to be baaed on the views of one or 
other of the ancient Vedknta schools which we 
find Bl<larftyana referring to in his Sutras. 

A quectioa may be raised bow dte same work 
could have given rise to so many conflicting 
schools' of thought. The reasons are many. In 
the first place the brevity of the Sutras leaves 
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muck tu be supplied by tke cviuiiietitators, aat) in 
the absence of an uTUTerwlly accepted unbroken 
tindition each U free to ’do this according to bis 
•own preconceiveil ideas. Sometimes even witbout 
supplying auythiug the eunie Sutm is cepoble of 
being iuter)>reted differently and even conveying 
tiuite the opposite meaning («.p. Sankam and 
Biuiiuuja on 3. 2. 11) by the mere ebifting. of 
the stops. Agnin, while there is a tradition 
which is accepted more or Ibm by all ae regarde 
lhe arrangement into ohapten and sectione, there 
is no snrh accepted tradition «n regards the divi* 
airni into Adhikomnas (topira), nor is there any' 
thiog unlhoritative to guide us as to which Sutras 
form the I’urvapuksha or the pritna facie view 
and which give the .Siddb&nta or the author's 
view. So every one ie free to divide the Sutras 
into topios aoconliug to hie own choice and regard 
uny Sutras as giving the author’s view, Thmi 
ngain, the Sutras do imt give any reference as 
to whicJi texts of the scriptures are being dis¬ 
cussed and as a result the commentator is free to 
^lelect any texts from that vast repertory, so 
much so* that it often happeiw that different com¬ 
mentators see different topics discussed in the 
same set of Sutras. Added to all this is the 
difficulty that lladsrayana is often }ilent as re¬ 
gards his own decisiou and that on fundamental 
4]uealtmu. He merely gives the views of different 
Vedsntins and ends the topic {vide 1, 4. 20-22). 
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The five greiii comnieiitetori nioi-e tir loM 
«{rr«e on cei-iein lK>iut9, eApecially where the 
euthor attarkM the printiipleH of the uou*V«(l&utio 
M-hoolfi. A]] of tlieiii Hffree that Brabituiti U the 
reoae of this wniOit end that knowledge of It 
leads to final einancijtation which ie the goal to 
he attained; also that Hrahiuan «»iu be known 
only through the scriptures and not through 
mere reasoning. Hut they differ aiiiongsi them* 
selves as to the nature of this Brahman, Its 
(■ausolity with iesi)ect to this .world, the rslatiou 
of the individual soul to It and the condition of 
the soul in the state of release. 

’ Braluiiau aocuidiug to Sankara is attribute- 
less, iuunutahle. Pure liite)ligeace.i Iswuta 
avcordiug to him is a product nf Maya—the 
highest reading of. the Nirgunu Bvuhman by the 
individualised soul. The world is a Vivarta or 
appareut tran.sformatioii through M&y& of the 
^firguna Brahman but' uut in reality. The Jira 
in reality is albpervodiug and identicel with 
Brahman, though us individuaiited by its XJi)Hdhi 
(adjunct), the internal organ, it regards itself es 
atomic, as an agent, and as a part of the Lord. 
The kuowers of the Nitguna Brahman attoiu It 
directly and have not to go by “the i>ath of the 
gods”. It is the kiiowen of the Saguna Brail* 
men that go by that path to Brahmaloka from 
* where they do not return but attain Brahman at 
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the end oi the cycle. Knowledge u the onl^ 
nietius to Liberation. 

To ll&mMauju and the other conunentntora 
Brultman is not nttribatelese bat an eseentioilr 
PersonAl Mod poseeMiag infinite benign attri¬ 
butes. They bold that though personality na ere- 
experisni's it in man is limited, it need not be- 
inniriably cuuneoted with personality as Sonkanv 
thinks, so as to onntradict infinity. They do nob 
nccHpt the Uiyft doctrine, for to them the world' 
is real, and so they accept that the world is pro- 
r1u<-ed from Brahman. Madhn’n, however, arcepta 
It only us the efficient cnuae and not aa the 
inaterinl cnuae also, The Jiva according to th^iu 
is ivelly atcnnic, an agent, and a part of the 
liord. Ihs knower of Brahman goes by the path 
of the gods to Brahmalolca where he attaiua 
Brahman and does not return to this mortal 
world. They do not make any distinction of 
higher and lower knowledge like Sankara-. 
Aroording to them Bhnkti is the chief means to 
Liberation, and not Jnann. 

Thus to all of them Brahman, the world, an<r 
the souls are all realities. Rfim&nuja integrate-H 
the three into one organic whole and nays that 
Brahman has for Its body the other two. Nim* 
bArkn integrates the three by hia Bherlibhedn- 
T&dn, t.«. the relation of the sentient and insen¬ 
tient world with Brahman is one of difference 
and non-difference. Modhwa, a thorough-goiugr 
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dvulut, regards tlir»e three aa quite independent, 
eternal entitica, though Brahman ia the ruler of 
the other two. To Vnllablui the world and the 
aoula are Brahman Itself. They are real and 
their relation to Brahman is one of identity, o* 
that of parts to a whrde.* 

ssxkara’s iNTEarsET.iTiu:t or tiik svtras 

There is a strong opinion current amongst 
•oholars to^lay that whnterer be the merit of 
Sankara's metaphyeical doctrines considered by 
themselTua or eren as doctrines elucidating the 
teachings of the Bpanishads, he is not faithful to 
B&dariyana in his interpretation of the Sntros. 
They hold that Bddarayann was ignorant of a 
twofold Brahman and couMquently of n twofold 
knowledge; that he was not aware of the doctrine 
of Miyi ond so did not hold that the world was 
unreal, but that Bmbmnn undeiirent a real 
change into this world>order: and that the Sutras 
do not h<dd the riew of absolute identity of 
the individual soul and Brahman. In short their 
view is that the system of Bftdarayana is a theistic 
system which has more affinities with the systems 
of R4m&nujn and Bimblrka than with Sankara’s 

' For dscsiU. the vsdout Bhitbys* on Suens L 1. 2. 
2. 4. 23. 2. L 26-26. Z 3.16-53. 3. 2.11-30. 4. Z1M4. 

aitd 4. 4 1-7. 
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pure Nnutluiiliuii. Thie view i« notliiDg uew. 
MiHAkiiru ai the bcgiioiiiig of hi« commentary on 
the SufraA ocousea Kankara of thia Terj thing. But 
mt the unie time we cuu aUo cite Sindilya, the 
author of the Bhat(ti>Snti-aa, who in Sutra 30 of 
'hix work reteiu to Biulariyuna as a Monist, which 
shows that the riew that BAilarmyaua was an 
Abhmlavadin was prevalent in ancient days, even 
as early as the Sutra period. 

It is not poasible to deal with such a cnntro* 
-vvrsial subject iu a short Introduction like this. 
All the same we shall take some salient points 
coniirs^ted with this discussion and try to see how 
fur sui'h a rriticism uguiust Sunkara is justified. 
At the oulHct, harwever. it is fair to admit that at 
places Sankara's inteq)r«tationa seem to he fnr> 
fetched; but this is by no means o defect of his 
Bhashyn alone but of oil the other extant 
Bb/ishyas ss welt. MoreoTer, in suck a critical 
■study we shall not guiu much if we follow the 
letter of the Sutras, miasiiig the general spirit of 
the work as a whole. It is poasible to give a con- 
-sistent inlerpretnfion of the Sutras by following 
ihe letter of the Sutns and at the same time niiaa 
the general spirit of the work as a whole, 

''‘The Sriiti texts give rise to a wrong view if they 
«re not stndie*! »s one inmneoted whole”—in other 
words tile letter nfteii kills the spirit. 
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Sutra 2 ainu at n ?iirffitMa Hruhman: 

To ttArt with, Int uh t*k« the deftnitioD of' 
Brahman irireu by BfidorAyauH in Sutra U. Sutra 
1 aaya that Jtrahinnn is to be inquire<l into, for the- 
kiinwledge of It leads to Kokahn (liibenition). The 
next Sutra defines Brahninn aud so naturally we 
have to uudenitand thiit the Brahman the know- - 
letlffe of which gives Moksha is definod here. As 
■ueb we get a Sagnna Brahman as the subjac-t* - 
matter ot' the Sastru and not the Nirguna Brahmun 
of Swnknnx which is Existence, Knowledge, BHm . 
Absolute. So it appears that the author at the 
very beginuing of the work precludes any (chance • 
of Sankara's doctrine being read in his Sutras. 
But let ns investigate into the matter u little and' 
see whether it is actaally so. 

After the statement in Sutra ] that Brahmim 
is to be known, natundly the quaation about the 
nature of Brahman ariaM. Tlie Sntrakkra (apho- 
riit) here anticipates an objection that Brahman 
cannot be defined at all. For whatever we cogniae- 
in this world is limited and ns such connot be a 
chnracteristit! of Brnhtnan which is infinite. A 
limited thing cannot define an unlimited thing. 
Nor can any characteristic which is absolutely 
beyond our experience, like Reality etc., define- 
Brahmnn, for it is only a well-known cbarnctetis- 
tic that defines n thing and distinguishes it from 
other things. Again the scriptures cannot define 
Brahman, for being absolutely unique It cannot 
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b9 txpreMeil iu upMcli. Thus in tbe nbtencd o( 
«u; deiiDitiou JBrabiufin cannot be a thing worth 
iiuiniriiig into and cannot acrre any human pur- 
poae. To rsfuta all auidi objections the SutrakAra 
(letines Brahman in Sutra 2. Orantod that the 
world ve experience cannot define Brahman as 
Wing a quality of It or os being identical with It, 
yet the quality of being the (auppoted) cause of 
4ho world may iudicate It. “Birth etc.” men- 
itioued in the Sutra define Brahman per nccident. 
Though they inliere in (he world and do not per> 
4aiu to Bralunan, the causality connected there* 
with pertains to Brahman and therefore the defini* 
lioM holds (roo<l. This causality indicates Brahman 
•eren ns tlie snake indicates the rope when we say 
4hAt that which is the snake U the rope, where the 
D-ope is indicated by the snake owing to the illusory 
irouuection between the two. This definition, 
tlierefore, octunlly oims at the Xirguna Brahman 
■and cannot he taken os a definition of the Saguna 
BraJiman.* 

Again the Sntra refer* to the Taittiriya text, 
■“That from which these beings are born...That 
is Brahman” etc. (8.1) and the word *thaV hero 
refers to the Brahman defined as Existence, 
Knowledge, and Infinite in the immediately pre¬ 
ceding section, the Ansnda Yalli. Therefore from 


* BhSusti snd Rstnsptsbbl on Ssnkars's coosBenU on 
£utrs 2. 
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this text itself we get at the real uature of 
Brahmau. 

Yet it lua; be queetieued why the aathor 
ahuold give au indirect defiuition of Bi-ahuiau iu« 
steud of deSuing It iu Its real nature os, '‘Exist* 
Knowledge, Bliss is Brahiuau.*' The answer 
is that the author has loUowed here the uutver- 
sally a«scepted prihciple of taking « student step 
by step from a lower tu a higher truth, from a 
grosser to a subtler one. It is indeed by iiitt 
pointing \o the end of the branch of a tree that 
one points out the moon to the child. Similarly, 
first Brahman as the Cause is distinguished from 
this world of products, and finally by sayiug that 
from Blisa this universe is bom, It is diffeientia* 
ted from other probable causes like atoms, the 
Pradbdna, etc. In this way finally Brahman's 
real naluie as distinguished from everything ilse 
is described. The aspirant whose mind is turned 
away from the world of the senses first compra* 
bends Bi-ahmnn os the cause of the world. 
Tbcmgh in Itself us the Inner Self Brahman is 
immediate, yet we hove the idea that It is remote. 
Hence the Sruti first teaches that Brahman is the 
couse of the world, and then to remove this false 
notion of ramotenem it teaches that It is one with 
the Inner Self. So long aa this identity is not 
reolised, It appears to be the cause of the world. 

That Blisa which admits of no difference is 
Biuliinan we learn from the Cbh&ndogya 
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rpMui8liu<1, “Th«r BhuitiHit (Infinitt*) unly m liliM. 
Thia Infinite we iiiiwt «lesire In umlenituiur’ 
Wlutt is titis liifiuitv which is (aUed 
Bliss}* The Cpuuisluid ' e3CplHiiui: “Where une 
sees nolhiuf; else, heurs nnthiiiir else. umlerstumU 
iKithinir clw. that ie the Infiuile. Where one seen 
somethioir else, hears soniethinir else, unUer- 
stnnds something else, thiit is the finite. The 
Infinite is imuiortnl, the finite is inortHl" {tbiil. 
7.^4.1). This noii'iluiii Blim is the liitiiiite, the 
Bmlmien <lefiiie<l in Aiuiiulu A'ulU am Kxisteuce, 
KitowltMlge. Infinite is Brnhiusn, imd from this nil 
erefttion s]»rings—so utulershKiil Hhrigu. the son ot 
Vsrnnn. 

Again the Tsittiriyn text, “That from which 
fltl beings are bom...TVjr to know thut. Thnt U 
Brohmnn,’' aims at defining n noiMlnnl Bnthmnn 
ns Ihe only reality and dues not define a Sagnitn 
Bmhniaii. It defines Brohmau hh the elfirieiit 
and also as the innteTutl cause of the nnivene, 
since It in the phu-e of dissolution of the world. 
Being the material cnase of everything. It is the 
hasic reality behind everything and this gives rise 
to the intuition thnt Brnhninn is non-dual uud 
that everythiug else is unreal. Its being the 
eftirient cause alM» estabiisbea the fact that It ie 
nnn-dual, ns it precludes an.vthing else being such 
an efficient nause. Thus this definition, which ie 
but one, qualifies per omWnw the non-dual Bnih- 
man as both the etficieot and nmtcrinl eaiue of 
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uniTem. Tki* inAterinl cauMlitj of Brahmaii 
whiob ia iioa*dQa), unniutuble Intelligence can¬ 
not be one of origination, a* by primeral atom* 
by wboM combination aometbing new is created^ 
- nor can it be one of modification, hb of the Pra- 
db&na of the SAnlcbyas. It is Uiruogb Yirarta or 
apparent modification through Mfty& or Nescience 
that Brahman is transformed into this mueerse. 
This uniasrse is therefore illusory.* That this is 
in nceordance with BOidarjiyana's view is made 
clear by the fact that be uses the word *Sat’ as a 
characterUtio epithet to denote Brahman„ which 
he would not have done it he had considered the 
Jives and the world also real like Brahman {vitU 
Sutra 2.3. 9). The word ‘Sat’ here is interpreted 
by all ccmimentaton to denote BrahmsD. 

Thus we find that this definition is given by 
Badnrkyana to indicnie n Nirgunn (attributelese) 
end Nirvisesba (absolute) Brahman and not a 
Sagnna Brahman and he haii selected a significant 
text from the wide range of scriptural texts for 
dcfiAing his Bruhmau. 

1$ Rrahman the real or appartnt cams of tht 
vorld? 

Now let us take up the Sutras about the 
causality of Brahman, vir. Sutras 1. 4. 23427 and 
Sutra 2. 1. 14. Before that let us have a brief 

' SiddbAntsIeaha. Brahas LakahaiuviclUna. 
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fluuiutary of the work up to 2. 1. 14. After «1«* 
Suing Brekmau in Sutra 2 the Suirakira from 
I. 1. 6 to 1. 4. 13 and in 1. 4. 23'27 ahowa that all 
the acriptnral testa teach that Brahman ia both 
the efKoient and the material cauee of the uni* 
verse, refuting the S&nkhyas in I. 1. 6-11 and in 
1. 4. 1-13. Sutrae 1. 4. 14-22 refute the S&nkhyan 
objeotioa that there are coutrudictiona in the 
Sruti tesU with respect to the Birat Caoae. 
Pinally Sutra 28 aaye that by what has been eaid 
against the SAnkbyan the others also are refuted. 
Sutras 2. 1. 1-3 reject the authority of the S&n- 
khya and Yc^a Smritie as against the acripturea. 
Sutras 4-11 iinswer through reasoning without the 
aid of texts the Sinkhyan objection based on 
reasoning that Brahman cannot be the material 
cause of the world, for It and the world are of 
different nature and as euch the relation of oausc 
and effect cannot exist between them. Sutra 12 
refutes the validity of reasoning in matters tran¬ 
scendental and thus refutes all schools which arrive 
at.their doctrines through reasoning, Sutra 13 
answers another objection of the S&nkhyaa that if 
Brahman be the material cause, then there would 
Jesuit non-distinction between enjoyer and things 
enjoyed, a fact established by experience. The 
Sutra refutes it saying that euch a difference can 
exist in uon-different things even as we have 
waves, foam, etc. in the sea and so the YedAntio 
doctrine canuot be set aside on the ground of 
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•contrftdictiou tu our exi>orieztoe. Now, Jaxlity and 
non'dttalit; cxnuot exist in ou« oud tb« same 
Ibin^, for they are mutually contradictory. Th« 
example of the aea and the whtss would he apt 
if Brohmau hnd aspects, but non-dual reality does 
40 t admit of snch aspects. Moreover, Sutra 13 
has not established the truth of the scriptural 
etatement, “By the knowledge of the one every* 
thing else is knomi” which was referred to 
in Sutra 1. 4. 38. To eetahlish these two 
things Sutras 14*20 declare that the affects are in 
reality uon>different from the cause, t.e. they have 
no existence apart from the cause.* Non-differ* 
«nce here does not msau identity but tbst there is 
no difference.* In other words the two, Brahman 
.nnd the world, have uut the snuie grade of reality.* 
That -is what is meant. If the world is scuietbiug 
■fliffensnt from Brahman it would rontradict such 
Bruti texts as, “All this was but the Self’ (Brih. 
I. 4. 1., I. 4. 17). Again if the world is real, it 
-would contradict texts like, “There is nothing 
whatsoever here*' (Brih. 4. 4. 10). Therefore the 
world is aon*different from Brahman. But iden- 
-tity is not what is meiint by Qon*difference,' for 
-this is impoatibie between the world and Brahman, 
:lbey being mutually different in nature. Hence 

* Stnkat* on Suus 14. - 

^ BbSmsti on Sutra 14. 

SiddhAatvIctha, BrshmsIiSnnstvavicbtte. 
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non-(liffur«&c« rneont tbut it liuti no uxUteitc« iipnrt 
{roiii Brshiunu, it pm-lmW ilifterpiuv. The 
il«nial of iticiitity, bnwever, iln«« not «;«tnblUli 
tbe difforcort) of tli« world and Brahmtiu. but 
oaiabliabea the app«>reut identity or the illuBory 
nature of the world, even w the iHumry snake 
seen in the rope. ThU in whnt the Chh&ndoRya 
text 6. 1. 4 trie* to tench. Thua only by the 
knowtedffr of one thiufr cnn everything; be known, 
on tiny other aMumption it would be imjioKdble 
to (uttabliah it. The uou-difference of the world 
from Krohiimii beiujr eHtnhliiihe<l. the 
natiimliy arutew that Bruhniuu would then be res- 
ponsible for creating e^'il for the .Tivn which la 
one with It. Thia ie answered in Sutnia 2. 1. 
21-23. Sutras 1^4-25 show how Brahiiiun, thou|;ht 
destitute of ntnteriaU and instruments, yot is the 
ceuse of the world even os milk turns into curds 
without any extraneous help. The example cited 
raises a fresh objection in Sufra.2G that Brahinnti 
cannot at the aaiue time be both immutable and 
be transformed into the world. Against this 
Rutru 27) says that the Srnti states both these 
views and so they have to be accepted, as the 
Sruti is the only nuthon'ty with respect to* 
Brahman. As to how these two views are to be 
reconciled, Sutra 28 says that even as in the in¬ 
dividual soni (liverac creation exuts in the dream 
state without marring its indivisibility, so also 
this world springs from Brahmas, This example 
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xrhirli ia cited ia very ai^nificaut aa it abowa (bat 
Jiidariyuua wax quite fuuiliar vritb Ulybvida— 
tknt be runaiilered tbii world uoreol in a higher 
aeoae ereu ua the ilreiim world ia Miyi (3. 2. 3). 
Tbrxe two Sntraa tocher with .Sntraa 2. 3. 50 
and 3. 2. 18 abow that be viewed the world na 
■unreal. The subsequeut Sutraa eataUlish that 
Brnhiuau through ilAyi pooHeteea all powera 
neceasary for creation and ao on. 

Ill the above aunimory we find bow logically 
.^nd moaiatently Sankara haa interpreted the 
Sntraa which leavea no room for diaputea aa to 
'what Bkdar&yana meant in theae Sutraa. 

Thna in the whole of Chapter I and Section 1 
a>f Chapter 11 Bidari 3 mnn eatabliahea the efficient 
.and iiinterini muaality of Bmhmun and in tbia 
‘hia oppwaentn are primarily the SAnkhyaa who 
deny Ita uuiterinl cauunlity. Aa they alao quote 
dbe acripturea often in their anpport, they are the 
foremost nppoueuta in Bodar&yana’a view. Re 
•diaposes of others by saying that they too are 
refutoil by tbeee arguments. Sankure also, aa 
-shown above, haa in Cb. I, Sec. 4 and Ch. II, 
Sec. 1 conaiatently interpreted the Sntraa aa 
directed againat the Sinkbyoa or aa aniweriDg 
*their objertioiia. 

Some critica of Sankara, however, think that 
the reaaoning employed by the aphoriat againat 
'Ihe S&nkhyaa in Sutraa 4-11 of Ch. II, See 1, 
-cepecially Sutra G, would he hardly appropriate 
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from SunlckrR’t point vf virw, for Hrcortliuf^ t<f> 
btm the viirM apriufpi not from Hrnbtnun u» In> 
teJIigence, but in no fnr m It ii* neeiM'iiitotl witb 
V.iyi. Similnrij Sutm 'iA wbirk nyit that 
Brahman trniufvrme into tlie> world like 

milk would b« innppniprintv if the world wvre 
uomil; Sutra I. 4. 23 when* Brnbmnn U mtid 1i> 
be the mnterinl and effioient «>nw! (tf the world 
du(« not any thot Bralinum ia the mnterinl paum* 
tbrnufth ^uy&; on the other bond Kutrn 1. 4. 2(> 
uw* the w(»rd ‘Pariii&mfit* to allow how Hrohiitnu 
in ebtinired into the world. 

Tbia critieiani doen not wem to be relevnot. 
Ill Siitrnn 2. 1. 4>ll the ShnkUyiiH’ objertion 
Rjrainat the WUntie dortrine of the mnterinl 
rnuMtity of Brnhionn ia iinewered. Here the 
author i« conrerned only with estoblinhiuR Brnh- 
mau R« the material niuae and thua retuting the 
dualism of the Kjmkhyna wbo poait nn indepen¬ 
dent prioriple, the I’redh&an. os the ISrat Ciiuae, 
and not with the true nature of this rnowlity. 
TTp to Sutra 13 he refute* the objection from thu 
Sknkhyns' own realiatir standpoint. His own 
Tiew ns to the true signidcnnce of the cansality 
is establiahed in Sutra 14. It is ' not true that 
Sankara holds that Brahman as Pure Intelligence 
is not the material cause, but only ns endowed 
with HAya. Brnhinnn or Pure Intelligence as 
such is the mnterinl cause of the world ns Butnf 
1. 4. 33 says. But bemuse of thii, we cannot 
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expect the effect, the world, to be aimiUr to the 
cftiUM in ell respecta. This is made clear bf 
Sankara in hie commentary on Sntra 2. 1. 6 
where he eaya that they cannot be similar in all 
reepeeta, for if they were, then there would be 
nothing like cause and effect, nor would they be 
called by, different namee. What is eeeentinl for 
eetabliabing the relation of cause and effect is 
that some qualities of the cause must be found in 
the effect also, and this is satisfied in the caee of 
Brahman and the world. Everything in this 
world exists and this quality is obtained from 
Brahman which is existence; everything is a^o 
illumined by Intelligence which is Brahman. So 
Sutra 1. 4. 23 which sajs that Brahman as In* 
telligence is the cause is not contradicUd accord* 
ing to Sankara’s view. This Sutra further says. 
“This view not contradicting the propoeition and 
illustration cited in Chh. 6. 1. 4.” In what 
sense the material causality of Brahman as In¬ 
telligence doee not contrudict this enunciation^ is 
shown by the aphorist in 2. 1. 14. From these 
Sntras Sanksra says that both Brahman and 
Ufty& are the cause of the world. Brahman 
through Vivarta, and M&y& throng Farin&ma; 
and' the qnalitiee of both are found in tbe effect, 
the world, as we gather from our cognition of a 
pot. ‘The pot exists,’ “Ths pot is inert’ where'as 
existenoe the pot is indentical with Brahman 
which is existence itself, and aa inert it is identical 
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with MijrA which in inert. Kverytlxing in tbix 
world Um five elenientit in ite ineke>up fix. 
Aeti, Bhtti, Priye, N'Aiiie, and Kapa, the fomiei-. 
three have Brahman for ite material couae coitmu 
ponding to the three lactnra, Kxietence, Intelli¬ 
gence and HIim, and the laat two roneiet of M&yn 
and are onreal. No tlonbt the aphorie^ takes the 
Pann&ma view ae a workable basis in refuting 
the S&nkhyas. But we have already said that it 
is a well mtabliabed principle of Indian teachers 
to take the nepirant step by step to the final truth. 
So BidarkyiiuA, by toking the Parininia view- 
point in hie earlier fiutms where Brahman U re¬ 
ferred to ns the Csuac and establishing Vivarta 
in 2. 1. 14, has only followed Uue universally 
accepted method. That the anthor is not for 
Parindmavfida U made clear by him in Sutras’ 
20*26. Sutra 26 clearly eetabliehee the unreality 
of the world, it being illusory Kke the dream 
world. 

Coming to Rlinfinuja’s commentary we find 
that he is not so logical or coniustent as Sankara. 
According to him Brahman has for Its body the 
entire universe with all its sentient and insen> 
tient beinga in all Its states. When the souls 
and matter are in the subtle etate, Brahinan is in 
the ransal condition end when they are in the 
gross state It is in the effect state. The effect, 
t.e. the world, is thus seen to be non-different 
from the caose, t.e. the Supreme Brahman («id« 
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Sri Bbishja Sutra* 1. 4. 27 nnd 2. 1. 10). B&dar&> 
yauft does uot M«m (u bold tbi* yiew, for nowhere 
doM he say that Brahinao hue for Ite body 
the eoule and matter. Even if 2. 3. 43 sbould 
mean that the moIb are the body of Brahman, 
there it uo aimilar Sutra to ahow that matter too 
lA Ita body. Moreover, 4if Brahman ia the 
material cauae of the world through Its inaentient 
part only, na the above view lead* to, then Sutra 
1. 4. 23 which aaya ‘that Brahman ae Intelli- 
genoe ie the material cauae would be contradicted 
.and Sutrae 2. 1. 2C>28 alto would be uaeleae, for 
the queetion of the whole of Brahman passing 
over into tl>« world doee not ariae at all. Nor 
can the rehation of cauae end effect exist between 
Brahman in the caural and the effect state for it 
is the sniue Brahman in either case. Even if 
such n relationship be granted, it would make 
Sntms 2. 1. 4-0 menniugless, for there ran be no 
difference of iintitre in Krahiunn in the two staten 
os between Bmbman and the wnrbWtbe sentient 
and the insentient. KAuiinnja directs Sutra 14 
against the Vaiseshikos, but We do not ffnd the 
author making anybody else but the Sinkhyas 
the opponents. The rest be disposes of by saying 
that the arguments against the S&nkhyas refute 
• others also (vide 1. 4. 28 and 2. 1. 12). The in¬ 
terpretation of Sutra 2. 1. 28 by BAminuja is 
very far-fetched. Hie explanation that becauM 
tbingfl poesesA different qualities owing to the 
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differcnco in tbeir MMntial nature. Brahman 
which U unique cau poee c ei qualities beyond our 
experience, is not to the point, while Sankurti’* 
interpretation is very happy as it ifivea u* »n 
idea as to how it is possible for Bmhman to create 
the world and yet remain immutable. Moreover. 
Bant&nuja has not explained in Sutras 2C.28 the 
contradiction in the Sruti texts, while Sankatn’a 
interpretation reconciles the contradiction through 
reasoning, and fuch reasoning as is not against 
the Sniti texts is quite acceptable to all V«<l4n- 
tina; in fact that is what that author proposes to 
do in this ITtlam-lliniAmsA work of his. 

Coming to ffimbarka. bis line of arimment on- 
three Sutras relsting to the causalUy of Brahman 
is to establish the Bbedabhsda doctrine. Sutra 
2. 1. 13 he interprets first like Sankara. But iir 
Sutra 14 the word he interpreU as 

*ft 5 ‘not absolntely different.’ That 

is. the effect is not absolutely different from 
the cause: it has no separate existence from 
Brahman. Thus from Sntrn IS which soya that 
Brahman and the Jiva are different. Sutras 4-ff 
which say that the insentient world is different 
from It and Sutra 14 which says that they have 
CO separate existence apart from Brahman, 'Nim- 
Mrka concludes that between Brahman and the 
sentient and insentient world there ia difference an 
well as non>differeiire. But aucb a thing in one and 
the aame entity is impossible. The Chh&ndogya 
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taxt Myt thnt the riny nlonr in reml nod nok 
the things made <■( clay, for they are mere names, 
unreal. Take for example a clay pot; when we- 
cognise it as a pot we are not conscious of its be¬ 
ing clay and when we cognise it as clay we mine 
the pot, though both these aspects are inherent in 
it. $0 we have to conclude that its nature is 
illneary. for it is not cognised as what it U. That 
which is non-different from a thing and- yet 
appears to be different and which depends upou 
the non-dtfferencR for its existence cannot bnt be 
illusory. So between the pot and the clay, the 
latter alone is real and not the pot. Similar is the 
case with Brahman and the world. Brahman- 
alone is r«al and the w«irld is unreal. “When all 
this is but the Self, how could one see nnother?’** 
(Brih. 2. 4. 14). Chhindogyo (>. 1C calls one who 
sees variety as fHlae-mimled and the one who sees 
unity as tnie-minded. Rut to people who ore in 
ignorance both difference and nnn-differanre seem 
to be real, tbc unity being understood through: 
the Bcriptnres and variety through direct percep¬ 
tion. This ia ouly a relative or V^-avabhrikn’ 
state. The truth is unity. Therefore Nimb&rka's- 
-.view cannot be correct. 

Do«» ^mdcsr&ttana accept the P/inch/tiiHra rVewP 

In Section 2 of Chapter IT the author takes 
the offensive. So long he was on the defensive. 
In the whole of this secUon_ he refntea thtough 
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jnrOMiiiiQjr flluutf, wiihoat ret^oune to the Si'uti 
texte, the vorioiu achiMbt ot philoeopby of the 
time, lu thin en-tioji he refutee thoee MhooU of 
thought that were regurcletl by the oirthixlox M4> 
ti<m OH nutaidfl the sphere of the Vedea. W» huee 
euough i-efvreucee iu »)u-ieiit work* Hke the Haha- 
bhhratH mid eotiie of the Punbiue that all tbeoe 
euhoola refute*! in Set-tion 2 by the author were no 
regiijiled. The Kivu Muhiiiiiiu Ktotru (uiutaiuA the 
venw ‘ipff filpf 4t»T: ^ which thuwe 

thnt S&ukbyn, Yogu, I'inuimlu uud Vuiahnava 
(which iia‘lu<ltr« PAiwhnrutni) lU-hutila t>f thought 
were regurded tu different from or the 

Vedic religion with *iU two bmuchea, K)U'nia« 
h&iida aud Jii&uukauda. Uureuver, we find that 
iu niaoy works'of the Pauchar&tru school the 
Vediu ure held in contempt. Sankaru himself 
4tnoten suc-h a text. The scbuliaals CioTuidhtuuida 
sin*! Auaudagiri alsu quote aiuiilar texts. -Thore- 
fore they must have been ilefinitely regarded by 
the uncientn as outside tbe iwle of the Vedos end 
we vumiul reuMmably expect Hidur&ynua to buvu 
anveptetl their view as bis fitml oouclusion in a 
work meant to systemutise the' orthodox thought 
of tbe tipuuishuds. Uf couree, to that portion 
which does uol coufrodict the Vedas he has no 
•ubjection; mu- has Sankara, os be has made it 
•clear in hie Bhfcshya on Sutras 42 and 43 . B4in&> 
Sluja, however, sees in Sutras 44 aud 46 the 
acoeptance of the i’anchur&tra doctrine by a 
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nfoUtioa of tho obj«c(i«iu> rniivil ugtiinHt it in 
Sutini 42*43. But Uis interpreiutioiui Ar»- 
•tretchod. Sutni 46 lie twutH to menn, '*And 
bocAUM the creatioa of the aual in contnulicteiV 
bj thu Sftstni", Aajin^ thereby tluit the quMtiou 
raised in Butra 42 us tu the mfatton of the soul 
doe« not arise nt all, rut this school does not hold' 
the Ttsw. The nruy in which this Sutm is stretch* 
ed bj R&m&nujn cnn rnsily be seen by inimptirin^ 
it with Sutra 10 where Bldnriynnu umts the some 
wording, "And on account of contradiction/' etc. 
to mean that contradiction in the $&nkhyn system 
makee it unacceptable to the wise. This seams to- 
be the Sntrak&ra’s view here also. I>r. Thibaui 
thinks, "It would not be unnatuml proceeding to 
close the tH>Icn)icfll section with a defence of that 
doctrine which in spite of objections has to be 
riewed as the true one." But that being the pur¬ 
pose of the whole Work itself, we cannot reiisnnnbly 
think that the author estoblishes his doctrine in 
these two Sutras. Uoreorer. no other coumentn- 
tor sees the ivcceptance of the Pknehnratm doc¬ 
trine in tbis topic. Vallahba follows Ssnlcara. 
Kimbkrka sees the refutation of Soktie&ds in the- 
topic. He is therefore consistent in that he 
regards* the whole of Section 2 as being derated to- 
a refutation of riews,not'acceptable to the author. 
He accepts tliu PAnchnr&tm system and so he 
finds some other subject in this topic, though on 
this account his interpretation is not happy. But 



sxxW 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


if VjwM had nuy hand in ihia vork na elraady 
ahotm, then we cannot but nee the refutation of 
the P&uidlar&tm nyetinn in (heee Sutraa, for we 
find that he does not accept thia doctrine eveu in 

itif GiU. 

J'he Jiva’t rtal tMtum; 

2^ow we coine to KotrnM 2. 3. lU*d3 which deal 
-with the unture of the soul and ita relation to 
Brahinan. All except Saukara interpret theae 
Sutraii to mean that the aoul ia atomic, an agent, 
■and a port of the Lord. Kankura aloue says that 
the atouiirity, nf^eucy, and being a part ore not 
the Jiea’s real iiatniy, but ita nature as a Sam- 
adrin <traumngrating entity) and that in reality it 
Si aJl-perToiuce apd identical with Brahinau. 

The author dehiin Hmhmaii as the cnuae etc. 
of this world of wntient and iuMUtient things in 
Sutra 3, referring to the I'nittiriya text, “Thai 
•out itf which ail these craatitrea are bom” etc. 
(3. 1). It is clear, therefore, that the world of 
sentient and insentient things has sprung from 
Bi-nbnian. Hence the Jivas too have siirung from 
“the Lord. But in Sutra 17 the author says that 
the individual scul is not produced. Thus he con¬ 
tradicts his definition and also the enunciation of 
the scriptures that “by 'Ibe^ knowledge of one 
thing everything elae is known" (Gbb. 6. 1). 
The Sutrakira at every place makes this enunda- 
tion the corner-stone of his argument. So we 
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have to recoueile it uud the anl'koir'ii aWtinition of 
Brahmau with hin Htutomeut in Sutra 17 which 
drive* u* to the couclnaiou that the Jiva &* auch, 
as a-Samshrin, ia an effect, but in its real nature 
si is eternal and identical with Brahjnau. That 
the nature of the Jiva as we experience it is 
uureal is made clear by him in Sutra lU. ^yhat 
originate* i* its t^onnection with it* adjuncts, gross 
and subtle, which is unreal. From this stand* 
point it is also cImv why the author tieats the 
question of the diva’s nature and its relation to 
Brahmtu in this section which recouoiles contra* 
dictions in the Smti texts with respect to creation. 
There ore different statements about the nature of 
the Jiva also and these he reconciles in this sec* 
tion, showing thereby that in its real nature it is 
not creatod and is identical with Brahman, but os 
u Sanisorin it i* an effect, atomic, an agent, and 
a part of Brahman. Even as IswitrU' or Brahmas 
limited by Nescience is not eternal, so ia the Jiva 
limited by the body, mind, etc. not eternal but 
in its true nature it is eternal. Bereft of their 
TJpAdhis both are Pure Intelligence and identical. • 
T^t is why the Taittiriya Upanisbad after say¬ 
ing, “Existence, Knowledge, Infinite ie Brah¬ 
man” (2, 1) says, “From That verily—from this* 
Self—is the ether bom” eh.'. (2. 1), thus identify¬ 
ing tibe «elf as bereft of all its Upftdhis with 
Brahman. Taittiriya 2. 1, and 3. 1 cited by the 
Sutrak&ra is his definition of Brahman all refer 
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to the. wme Pore Thus the ofl» 

'Exuteiici*. Knowle<\fre. luBnitv* which u Pur*' 
lotelliKence, reHertecl in NeK'iencc U lewum, 
nod reflected in the Auinhkertinn (iutetnel ortritu) 
is the Jivn. which is borne out by the ncrlptuml 
statement. “This Jim hns the effect for the 
adjunct und Iswum hoH the cause fur the ndjuact*' 
(Snkharabnsyn Up. 2. 12). This Reenut tu be the- 
true view'point which hiin ((uided the nphorist in 
fromin^ the Sutras ut Section 3, Ohupter II and 
in which setise Saiikuni also h»s iuterpiricd them. 
The eunncintton also is not cnutr«dicte<i uc<‘or<l> 
in^ to this interpretntinn. 

Ai'conliuK tfi Buinaitujn the souls are really 
effects of Itrahmau but have existed in It from all 
eternity as a mode or Prakhra of Hrahmun. So 
also have the elements. Yet the latter are said 
to OTijtinate, as at the time of craation they 
undenro an essential change of nature. But the 
souls do not undergo such u change, they are 
always cognising agents, but at the time of 
creation there is an exponaiou of their intalH- 
gence and in this sense aloue. t.e. in the nense 
that there is uo essential change in their nature 
at crention. are the snuU aaid to be not rreeted 
(rid* Sri Bbkshya 2. 3. .18) while the element<4 
which undergo change in their sesentiaV nature 
are snid to be created. Bhderftyana nowhere 
says that the souls and Prakrifi which form the 
body of Brahman ore Its effects; nor does he 
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ua^where declare such n (Utfereore between the 
HouU and tbe eiemente. A{fniu, according to R&mlL- 
nnja Brakmau nieaua not pure Being but ae 
qualified by the eouU nud matter for Ite body. 
Tbie very conception of Brahmna Mtobliebee that 
the reintion between tbe souU and Brobuiun is u> 
between a quality end (be thing qualifiul and 
(uniiequeotly 2. 3. 43 ia redundant if tbe word 
'part' there ebould be interpreted to convey tbia 
idea. 

Rdiuinuja eeee a refutation of AdTaito in 
•Siitraa 60-53. This does not aeem to be intelli¬ 
gible at alb for the Advaitina do not eay that the 
Jira ie all-perrnding in its relative state. It U 
e» in the state of release, fhinhara tnalces it clear 
that the Jiva as such is Uiuited and subject to 
injunctions and prohibitions, through its connec.- 
lion with a gross body (2. 8. 48), and that wen 
lifter the gross body falle, on accotuit of its finer 
ITpudhie, the Antohksininn etc. which urcompany 
it even after death (4. 2. l-O), it still continues 
to be individnalited (3. 3. 30), and so there is no 
confusion in fruits of actions done in the gross 
body (2. 8. 40 and 50). It is only when this 
TTpAdhi also, which being anmethiug creuteil iiud 
not eternal (wufe 2. 4) nud therefore liable to dee- 
tructioD, is rent luundor, that the Jiva attains 
its real nature and is all-pervading. As such, 
R&mlnuja'e refutation of Advaita falls flat. 
Sankara's interpretation of these Sutnie on the 
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otlipr lund ii happy. The Snirak&ra, kaviux 
rstablUhMl that the Jiva iu ite ralatiTe state is 
atomic and an agent but in reality all'pervading, 
refntM the eiew of thooe who hold that the Jiras 
are miiny and all-pervadiug in their relative 
state iteelf. Nimb&rlca and Vallabha aloo see th« 
iwme subject in thia topic which shows that 
RdmAuuja’s attempt to refute Advaita is far* 
fetched and not at all what the Satrak&ra (apb<v 
rist) means. 

KimbArk^ bto regards the Jives and Prohrili 
•s effects of Hmhinnii; but while matter under¬ 
goes further modifiratidu ofter creation, the eouls 
do not end in this seitMi the soul it said to be 
eternal by him also. Such a view stands refuteil 
by the some arguments as are applied against 
RtmAnuja’e view. Coming to Sutra 43 which 
eaye the Jiv« is different as well es non-differeot 
from Brahman, it ha.s already been shown by 
Sankara in 2. 1. 14 that such a thing is not 
possible in the same entity and that non-difference 
alone is real. 

Let us now conclude this topic by consider¬ 
ing the reasonableness or otherwise of taking 
Sutras 19-28 os the decieive view of the author. 
According to this view the soul is atomic, for the 
Sniti dKlaree it to be so (Uu. 3. 1. 9) and other 
texts mention its imesing oat of the body, going 
(o heaven, etc. But then the Sruti oleo deecribes 
the Supreme Self ee atomic in texts like. 
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’‘Sinuller lltnu » bMiIey” etc. (Chh. 3, 

14. 3). Si> h»w tre **y iliet the Jiva aleoe ia 
utomic- auil u»i tht^ Ixn’ilP It uiay be aaiil that 
testa Hay that Brahmnn ia all>iwiTndiuK. “All* 
perviviliu;; like the ether au<l etcnuil” etc.; 
’‘Qreatar than the aky, greater tbau beaveu" etc. 
But then the Aruti testa deecribe the aoul alao aa 
»II-|M!irvailiug: *'He is indeed the gi-ent tinbiH'u 
Self” (Arih. 4. 4. 22); "Jaat ns when a pot ia 
carried, the pet alone ia carried, not the ether 
inside it, even an ia the Jiva compared to the 
«tber," which expressly saya it is all-pervading. 
Nor will it serve any purpoee to say that Bmb- 
man, being the material rmite o( the world, must 
be nil-pervasive, for even tbe atomic; .Tiva creates 
•evernl bodies (KAyavyuhn) and rulcH them and 
«o Brahmnn though the material cause (*nu yet 
be ntomir. Ko neither liy the Sniti texts nor by 
rennoniug ran the differentiation of Brahmnn and 
(he Jiva as all-pervasive and utoraic be juatiiied. 
But arrordiiig to Advaita there ia no disparity in 
its rvoMuing in the two cases. Riahinan due to 
UpAdhi Mndjuuet) appears atomic bat in reality 
It is nn-pervivsive. Ko also is the Jiva in its 
real nature nll-pervading and therefore identical 
with Brahman, though it appears to be atomic, 
an agent and so ou owing to its limiting adjunct, 
fhe Antnhkorann} The primary texts say that 
Brahman and tbe Jiva in its real nature are all- 
pervading. The texts which speak of atomicity etc. 
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an of a ncondary import aod bo hare to be- 
explained otherwue.* 

I» BrahmM vilh or vithout attrib%tU$: 

Now let US take up the Sutras in Chapter 
III, Section 2. where Bftdar&jana describee the 
nature of Brahman. Sutras 11-31 according to 
Sankaru deal with the reconciliation of texta 
which deecribe Brahmau both as attributeless tmd: 
ae poasessing attributes and uiean that even from 
differenoe of place a twofold characteristic cannot 
be predicated of BraUnion, b«4-auH« the scriplnm 
teach throughout .that Hnihuinu is without ultri- 
butes (II). It it be itaid that such difference 
taught by the scriptures we deny it. Ireciiuse with 
respect to eech form the Sruti declurea j\ut the 
oppoeite of that. The Sruti explains at every iaa* 
tance that the form is not true and that behind 
all Up&dhis there is one foruiless principle (viHo 
Brih. 3. 5. 1) (13). Moreover, some teach thus 
'{Vido Kaths. 4. 11) (13). Verily Brahman i» 
formless, for that is the purport of the texts (14). 
And as formlees light takes form, so does Brah¬ 
man take form in connection #ith TpAdhis which 
serve the purpose of tTpisauh (meditation) (IS). 
It is Pure (Intelligence (lU). The Sruti and 
Smriti teach that It is attributeless (17). There¬ 
fore we have with reepcct to Brahmnn comparisons 
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Jike tke of the ean. The fomu oi'e mere 

reflectione, they are sot nml (18). 

It&m&suje uid Nimb&rke on the ottier hand 
MO quite a different eubject diecueeed in theoe 
Sntnta. The topic ie not whether Urahmen ie 
attributoleee or poeeoeeee attributee, but whether' 
It is polluted by imperfections owing to Its being 
inside everything as the Inner Baler, even as the 
»uul being embodied ie subject to imperfections 
due to its states of waking, dreaiu, and dreamless 
sleep described in Sutras 1>10. Therefore aceord- 
ing to Rkmhiiuja the Sutrae mean that even on 
stocount of place such as matter and soul there ia 
amt the possibility of tbe Supreme Xiord being 
contaminated by imperfections, since everywhere 
in the scriptures Brubiuan is described as having 
a twofold characteristic, oi>. freedom fi-om iiuper* 
fectiuns and poseeasing oil blessed qualities (11). 
Jf it be said that since the soul also by nature 
jjosseiwes according to Chb. 8. 7 tbs twofold 
choracteristic of Brahman and yet is subject to 
imjwrfectioiis due to its conuection with a body, 
tbe Inner Ruler will likewise be subject to such 
conditions owing to its connection with IkkUbs, we 
deny it, for the Sruti at every place denies it by 
saying that Brahman is immortal and theiwfore 
free from imperfections (ctde Brih, 3. 7. 3—22). 
The imperfections in the soul are due to Esrma 
wnd the Lord who is not subject to it is therefore 
free from stich imperfections (12). Brahman tan 
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b« Mid to have no form, m It is the originator of 
name form and therefore is not aubjeci to 
£ariaa like the eoula which being embodied are 
•ubjeot to it (14). To an objection that the 
differentiated form of Brahman U falM, Sutra lb 
answers thus: i^ren as on account of texts like. 
“Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinite” we 
have to accept that intelligence constitntoe the 
essential nature of Brahman, so also we have to 
admit that It pceseeses a twofold characteristic, 
as otherwise such texts become meaninglees (15). 
And the texts say that much only, t.s. that Brah¬ 
man has intelligence fw its easential nature, and 
doee not negative the other ottributes of Brnhmuu 
(Ifi). The Sruti and Smriti state thus (17). Tor 
this very reason are comparisons such as refiected 
images of the snn. Brahman, although abiding 
in manifold places, ever pc e ees ses the twofold 
characteristic and is not contaminated even ae the 
snn reflected in dirty water is not polluted (18). 

Nimb&rka also more or leea follows RAmi- 
nnja’s interpretation ns regards Sutras 11-14. 
Sutras 15 and 16 he interprets in a different way, 
and sees in them nn urgninent for establishing the 
authority of the Sruti as absolute in the matter 
discussed in 11*14. Sutras 17-21 he interpreU 
like R&nlnuja, though he reads 21 as a aeps^te 
Sutra and not as a part of 20 as BAm&nnja does. 

A glance through these three oommentaries 
oo these Sutras convinces one of the superiority 
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and teoaonableneaa and olio of the logical con- 
eietenoy of Sankara'a interpretation. Moreover^ 
it h&e the merit of dealing with the solution of 
an important donbt that arises in the mind of 
errn a oasxial reader of the Upanishada, vix. aa 
to the nature of Brahman—whether it is qaali> 
fled or non«qii*lified J for the Sruti tests seem to 
support both TiewB though they are contradictory. 
K&mAnnja and Nimb&rka ignore such an impor¬ 
tant subject and see a lees important subject dis¬ 
cussed in these Sutras. Secondly, they tail to 
bring out the force of the worda of the Sntras in 
bold relief aa Sankara doee, e.p. 'twofold charac- 
teristio’ of Sutra 11 which refers to oontradictory 
qualities in Sankara, but not ao in the other two. 
They therefore neam to overlook what is actually 
taught in the Kutras and bring in a subject- 
matter not meant by the upborist. VTe shall be 
doing an injustice to Badarkyana to think with 
SkmftQuja and Pfimb&rka that he had omitted to 
discuM such an impoiiant subject in his work 
meant to systematise the teachings of the 'Upani- 
shads. Bo doubt Hkmanuja broaches this subject 
in Sutras 15 and IG and says that both these 
views are to be accepted; but bis interpretation 
of Sutra 16 is indeed stretohed and cannot be 
accepted, while Nimb&rka does not dUcues tha 
subject at all. We cannot think with R&minuja 
that Bkdartyann disposed of such an important 
subject in one or two Sutras in a topio which 
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<}enli with quite a diffevent eubject-matter aud 
of leM importance. lUtuinuja’a iutrodncing thia 
aubject in Sntraa 15 and lb ie againat the tpirit 
of the Adhilcarana (topic) even according to hit 
own interpretation. • It is something which he 
forcibly introduces out of all relation to the cou- 
text, as anybody can easily see. 

In fact according to their interpretation of 
this Adhikarana the whole of it looks rednndaut 
after what has been stated by them in 2. 1. 19. 
Finally the simile of the reflections of the sun is 
happier according to Sankara's interpretatiuu 
than according to that of the other two and the 
text cited by RAm&uuja in Sutra 16 bolds good 
acoordiog to Sankara's view also and more aptly. 

Sutras 22-80 Sankara takas as a separate 
topic and interprets 22 to 24 as follows: What 
has been mentioned np to this (i.s; the two forms 
of Brahman mentianed in Brih. 2y 8. 1) is denied 
by the words "Not this, not this" (Brih. %. 8. 6) 
and the Sruti says something more than that 
afterwards. It dose not deny Brahman but Ita 
forms mentioned earlier, their transcendental 
reality (22). The objection that Brahman i* 
denied because It is not experienced is not rea¬ 
sonable, for the Sruti says that Brahman exists, 
though It is not manifest on account of ignor¬ 
ance (23). And moreover It is realised in perfect 
meditation, so say the Sruti and Smriti (24). 
Therefore the Jiva becomes one with the Infinite 
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-when■ Enowlodf^ dawuti, for (huji tk« •oripturo 
uidicatM (SG). In the next tiro Soti-ae an objeo 
tioa ia raised a^insi Sutrae 25 and 26. But on 
Acconut of both difference and non-difference 
being taught bj the Sruti, the inlotion between 
thehi )■ ae between the eerpeut and ita coil (27), 
or like that between light and its orb (26). Sutra 
29 refutea this view and euye: Or the relation 
ia as given befnre in Sutius 26>26. And on 
accoQBl of the denial of everything else besidae 
Brahman by the Svnti texts (30). 

Riinhnuja continues the previous topic up to 
26. Sutras 22-26 acoording to him mean: The 
taxt (Brih. 2. 3. 6) denies the prevtoruly ineu- 
tioned that niuclmess and says more than that. 
The two forutt of Bvniintau (Brih. 2. 3. 1) do not 
-exhaust Its attributes, for the text states further 
•qualitiee after that. “For there is nothing 
higher than this 'not this’., 'fhen coinca the 
name, ’the Tnith of troth*; lor the Frlnos are 
true and It is the truth of them.” ‘Prlmas’ here 
mean (he souls, becauHe they accompany the 
latter at death. The souls are Ime, because they 
•do not undergo any change in their eseeutial 
nature. The Lord is the TruUi of these true 
■souls, for these contract ond expand with respeot 
to intelligence, while He is unaffected. Thus the 
•subsequent part of the text connects Brahman 
with some qualities. The clause ’’Not this, not 
'this” does not deny the attributes of prahmaa. 
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bat desiM that Ita Datura ia ooufinad to tbea« two 
forma ooly (23). The Sniti inatnictioD is not ua*- 
necsuary bora, for thouirh the world is seen, yet 
it is not known as a Prokira or mode of Brahman 
and that is what can be gathered only from' the 
Sniti texts. So declares the Sruti (23). And 
Brahman’s being differentiated by these two> 
forms is realised even as Its being of the nature 
of intelligence is realised by repmited meditation. 
(25). For all these reasons Brahman is regarded 
as Infinite, i.s. ns possessing infinite sttributee; 
for thus the attributes hold gocKl, t.e. the twofold, 
characteristic of Sutra 23 (2fi). Sutras 27<30 are 
treated by Kfiiniuujn ns n sepnrnte topic, ^utnu 
27 and 23 gire the Purvapal^u, as Ssukara also- 
eajs. and 29 gieas ths Siddhbnta; but tha words, 
‘as before’ in the Sutra refer not to Sutras 26 
and 26, but to 2. 3. 43. 

ffimbirkn follows BAmftnuja in Sutras 22.24. ' 
The next two Sutras he intreprets somewhat 
diffeiontly. Just as fire is manifested through' 
the rubbing of wooden sticks, so is Brahman, 
manifested in meditation (25). On realising 
Brahman the soul becomes one with It (26).' 
Sutras 27 and 28 he. takes as the author's and' 
not as the opponent’s view. Sutra 27 describes- 
that ths relation between Brahman and the in¬ 
sentient world, is as between the serpent and its. 
coils (27) and the relation between the sonl and* 
Brahman u as between the orb and the light (28)w 
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Bat to an objection of the kind raised in Sntr» 
2. 1. 26 the answer is as before, i.e. 2. 1. 2C (29). 
Moreover, the Supreme Self is not affected by the- 
imperfection of the soul (30). 

Sankara th\u interprets “Not this, nut this*’’ 
as a denial of the two (onns of Brahmon men¬ 
tioned in Brib. 2. 3. 1. Brahman can be described, 
only as “Not this, not this,’' t.e. It is not what 
we see. Whatever we see is not Brahman as It 
is. Brahman is something different from all this, 
manifested world. This interpretation is im 
keeping with eeriptiiral tenching. R&mdnuja. 
and Nimhirka interpret that “Not this, not this”' 
denies only the limitation of Brahman’s .nature’ 
to only these two forms, in other words It has 
many more attributes than these two. The two 
forms are real and are only two of the infinite 
attributes of the Lord. This seems to be a total 
denial of the Vpenishadic teaching. “Not thisw 
not this” occurs in four different places in the 
Brih. Up. Even if Eemfinuja’s explanation be- 
allowed in Brih. 2. 3. U-^dioweTer strange andi 
twisted it might seem, Brih. 4. 2. 4, 4. 4. 22 

and 4. 6. 16 do not by any means yield to such an 
interpretation. These texts after saying, “Thia 
Self is that which has been described as ’Not 
this, not this,’ “ says, “It is imperceptible” etc. 
Other texts alto deecribe the Self cff Brahman a» 
beyond oomprehension. “There gose neither Um 
eye, nor speech nor the mind ;• we know It nok 
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.uot ilo w« AM how to tooch obout It. DiffercDt 
It it fmiD all that in kuown, and U bajnnd the 
QuhnowD ae well" (Keiia 1. "Whemoe 

:«peech returns nioiiir with the mind without rea- 
,Iixijig It" (Taitt. 2. 4); aUo Ihid 2. 9 aad Eatha 
il. 3. 16. From these texts we fi&d that nothing 
<an be predicated of Brahman. From the Eena 
taxta we find that we cannot say that Brahman U 
this and this in a positire way. It is not what 
we dee and therefore It can.only be described as 
"Not this, uot this" by deiiyiug everything we 
wee in It. It U true that w« do find the scrip* 
dures deuling with both difference and non- 
■difference; but with what object, is the quastimi. 
It is not to establish that both are true, for they 
-are matually contradictory. A careful study of 
the scriptures convinces one that duality is taught 
in order to take the aspirant step by step through 
it to uoD-dunlity, Rftuiinuja in bis Bh&shya on 
these Sutras criticuee Sankskia saying that the 
Sruti could not have described these two forms 
only to deny them later on. But that this is a 
process the Snti adopts is clear from PrajApati’s 
instmctioD to Indra in the CbbAndogya or 
Varuna’s teaching to Bhrigu in the Taittiriya 
tTpsuishad. The aspirant is gradually taken to 
higher and higher truths. Through duality be is 
1sd up to nofi*<luality, the goal or final truth. 
Dnolity has not been praised anywhere in the 
wcriptures, and no druit is ascribed to it. On the 
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other kaad it u ceiuured {vide Eetlui 2. 4. 

Brih. 4. 4. 19; Mait. 4. 2. aod 6. 8), which abcnnt. 
that the acriptnrea do not intend to poeit duality. 
But non-dnality is praiaed and immortAlity »' 
aaid to he achieved by the knowledge of unity. 
According to the Purra Mim&me4 principle, that, 
which hat no reeult of ito own but U mentioned 
in connection with eomething alee which has a* 
resnlt, is anbordinnte to the latter. Therefore* 
duality which has no frnit of ita own is subeidiary 
to uon^duality which ia the main purport of the- 
Srnti texts. Again we have texts like, “The- 
Ateian is smaller than the smnlleat, greater than 
the gveateet’* (Eatha 1. 2. 20); "Neither gross 
nor fine*'' etc.—which negate all dnality and' 
astabliah the Infinity of Bmhnian beyond all 
donbts, 

A queetiun, however, may arise: If every* 
thing ia negated, whnt will be leftf We shall 
by ^ucfa a prcoeu arrive at a nonentity. Not eo. 
We cannot go on negating ad bnt bave- 

to come finally to some basic reality, and this 
basic reality behind everything is the Atman or 
Brahman. When we remove an object, apace is 
left behind. Similarly, when everything we see- 
is removed or negated, Brabman ia left behind, 
which cannot be negated and which is the witneas 
of everything. We cannot say that by negation 
we oome to nonentity, for the very fact that we 
comprehend this nonentity shows that it is being- 
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illamijt*d by th« witutMinf; con«ciou«neM, th« 
batic r«ftli(y •wit behind this idea of nonentity. 
In thin Sutra the Suti-»k»ru Milveit tbu iluubt, 
-shoving that the negation ron<-erue not Rrabmun, 
but only the two fornie of It. To turn the drift 
«f this dieonsaion topiy turey and establish the 
reality of the two forma is to ignore the apirii of 
•ecriptural teaching. 

ta tht Upanithad*: 

There is a cotnuimi belief that Uay&yida u 
not found in the ecriptures and that it is San* 
hora’s own doctrine borrowed from the Buddhists. 
But such a statement is scarcely jiutified. In the 
Brihad&ronyaka text under discuosiou we luiTe, 
“Now its name: 'The TruUr of truth.' The vital 
force is truth, and It is the Truth of that" (Brih. 
■2. 3. 6). If the vital force, i.«. Pcbjua (the eoul 
in a state of deep sleep) of which the vital force 
is an ITpAdhi ii true or real, Brahman is the 
Truth or Reality of this real. In other words, 
Bi-obman's reality is of a different grade from 
'that of the univeree. If this world le real and 
not M&y&, as Sankara would call it, then Brahman 
is the Reality of this real, which shows that the 
world’s really is of on inferior kind from that of 
Brahman and whin It is realised this world is no 
more. A similar idea is conveyed by Chh. 7. 24. I 
where Brahman, the Infinite, is said to he immor¬ 
tal and the world, the finite, is sold to be mortal. 
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Sat this is exactly wbal .Sankara too Mys—that 
the two. Brahman au«l the world, hare two grade* 
reality, even a* the dreain world and the world 
we experience while we are awake huTe two 
grade* of reality, and as a result w* are justified 
in aaying that the dream world is Mkyh, as the 
8ntrakAri says in S. 2. <1, or unreal a* compared 
with the waking state. Similarly, this world we 
experience is M&yi or unreal a* compare<l with 
the reality of Brsdinuin. The dream world he# 
a reality for the time being; so has this world so 
long as we are in ignoranoe; and Sankara nowhere 
demee the Vyavahirika (phenotaenal) reality 
of this world. The scriptures explain this difier* 
enoe between the reality of the two, Brahmen 
‘and the world, by nsiug symbology, as for example 
in Chh. 6. 1. 4, which we Wd oocasiou to 
■exploiu in Sutra 2. 1. 14 where the Sruti trie* to 
•explain that the one, the clay, is more real than 
the many, which it identifies with name and 
form only. We find the same idea again in Brih. 
1. 6. 3: “This immortal entity is covsred by 
truth (the five elements): The Tital force is the 
immortal entity, and name rtnd fora are truth; 
iao) this Tital force is coreied by them.” Name 
and form, s.«. the world we experience, are called 
truth, but Brahman i* diatingaUhed from then 
hy 4>yuig that It is immortal—Its reality i* of<a 
differant grade from the reality of that which ii> 
called truth. And ae the reality of this world 
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of ft leftMr irrode or iUvuoiV <» oompRird vitti that 
of Brahman. It ran 1 m> the cnuM of each an 
jlloftorj world of mftntfoldnMii without undargo* 
iog anj* change in Itarlf; for an illuaory moni- 
foldnoM can exi«t in It without in any way 
affecting Ita imumtnbility, like a anake in a ropa 
or the manifold dream world in the dreaming 
•elf, as the Sutrakara exemplifies in 2. 1. 28. 
which brings us-to the ronelturion that this world’ 
is a yivarta of the nonnlunl Brahman, as Lan¬ 
kan says. 

Coining to the interpretation of .Sntras 27-80.^ 
Sankara connsfts “or as before’' iu Sutra 2ft’ 
with what immediately precedes in Sutras 
and so ii is happy. Uhmliouin connects it with 
Sutra 2. 3. 43 and so it ia not so apt. IfimbArka’s 
explanation ia still far-fstcksd; lor while BAmft* 
nnja refcors for the Siddh&nta only to a prerioiiH 
Sutra, Bimbfirka refers for an objection as well 
as a decision to Sutras in 2. I. His interpreto' 
tion of the whole topic thus appears to be much 
stretched. 

That Sankara has followed the Sutmkhra 
faithfnlly in his interpretation of Sutras 11-30 
will be clearer if we just try' to see the reason 
why the Utter treats of dream and deep sleep in 
this section which deals with the nature of 
Brahman. Sankara at the beginning of Chapter 
III, Section 1, saya that fhe tronsmigration of 
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jlie Mtil !• taught in onl«r to generate ft apirit of 
VftirAgya (diepaaaion). 

Satraa I^IO of S^tion 2 treat of the eonl’a 
atfttee of dreftm and dreanlem eleep. According to 
Sankara the Tery fact that the dreftm world dooe 
not ful61 the conditions of the time and space 
factors as in the waking state, shows that the 
dream world is illusory and thetoforo a creation 
of the sonl and not of the Lord. From this he 
shows that the real natnre of the Jiva is self- 
laminons and beyond all these statee. Thns 
Sutras 1>10 elucidate the real nature of the 
‘Thou’ in “Thou art That.” Kutras 11.21 giro 
the nature of 'TItat' and Sutras 22^30 identify 
the two. Thue the place of Sutras 1-10 in this 
section is very aignifleant. KlunAnuja and Kim- 
b&rka say that the creation of tlie dream world 
belongs to the Lord and not to tlie soul. If it 
were so, it shonld be as real ns this world. Orant- 
ing that it is th« Lord's creation, of what signi* 
ficance is this snbject in a aactiou that deals with 
the nature of Brahman? It would have been 
apt in 2. 3 where creation is taught. If it he to 
create a apirit of Vairigya, as Bimfinuja says at 
the beginning of Chapter III, then it ought to 
have been included in Section 1 which treats of 
the souTs transmigration with the same object, 
and thus ^ separated from Section 2 where it is 
out of plaiM. 


s 
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Tb« above analyiuA of Sutrne >S. 2. 1-30 aliowa 
that ^okant has rightly grasped the spirit, of 
BAdariyaoB, while BAro&uuja and NimbArku 
bare sadly missed it. 

A tteafold hiovledge of Brahvian tvtabUihsd: 

Finally, let us consider Sutras 4. 2. 12>14 
and Sutras 4. 4. 1*7. The former set of Sutras 
as they stand are interpreted better by R&in&najn 
nnd Ximb&rka than by Sankara. According to 
Kaaknitt they I’m! as follows: If it be said (that 
the PrAno* of a knower of Bnkhmau do not 
depui't). 4m kUTtituit of the Sruti denying it (we 
say) not eo, (or the Sruti (ilAdbyniidina recension 
of the test) denies the departure of the Prhnas 
from the soul and not from the body (12). For 
the denial is cleai- in the texts of some echools 
(IS). So in Sutra 12 the Siddhinta view is fire! 
espr o iwed on the basin of Brib. 4. 4. 0, K&uva 
recension, and the objection against this is raised 
by the opponent in the second half of the Sutra, 
basing his argument on the )144lhyandina recen¬ 
sion of the text, which in answered again in Sutra 
13 by Brih, 3. 2. 11, KAnva recenaion. By such 
on interpretation the significance of ‘soma 
ftcbools’ is lest, fur it 4)ughi to have referred to 
some text of the Uidhyandina schodl end- not of 
the same Elnva school on which the SiQdh&nta 
is based in Sutra 12. 
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U&miauja tiutl Nuiib&rktk on llie other hand 
feed the«« Sutnui nii one, which rutw u« follows: 
'*11 it be said Uiet the Pi'Anns of u knower of 
Jlrahuiou do unt depart uii Aoooont of the denial 
hjr the Smti text (Brih, 4- 4. 6, KAuxa). w« deny 
it; fur the Sruti eays that they do not depart 
fruiD the Mul (i.e. tltey aeoompaiiy the soul) and 
Ibis is cleor atvordiu^ to some, vit. the MA^Ihyau- 
•dina recension wf Brtli. 4. 4. 0." We cauuot but 
my that this is more happy, aa the force of ‘tome 
achuol’ and the word ‘hi’ (becauae) in the Sutra 
Are well brought out. 

Though the iuterprehitiou Hc«wrding to the 
letter of the Sutra fon-ea us to side with KAmA* 
nujd and KimbArka, yet if w« uoosider the Sruti 
test, «is. Rrih. 4. 4. (i, on which the dis>-ua.«iou is 
based uuH alw the an'niigeiueut of tho Siitnis in 
(hia* Section 2 up to Sutin 1(1, we find that Sankara 
is more reasoiuihle than the other two tiud it looks 
Its though the Sutrnkim hiniself bud made a tlip. 
though he meant otherwise. Bnh. 4. 4. 0 anitM in 
the firat half of the text how one who is attached 
trausmigmtea, and concludes the first half by say¬ 
ing, '‘Thus does the man who desirea trana- 
migrate.'’ The second half speaks of the man 
without Uesirea and says, “Of him who is without 
desirae . . . and to whom all objects Of desire are 
but the Self—the organs do not depart. Being 
but Brahman, be is merged in Brahman.” Hate 
it is quite clear that the Sruti contrasta the two 
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COMA of one who i* attached au<l oa« wliu U not 
nttncbod and m> Hoes not truoMuigratp but ift 
merged in Brahinuii. Now it is well known both 
from the scriptures and the Vednnto-Sutnui itself 
that a transmigrating soul at the time of death 
goes out with the organs, and sn when iu contrast 
to this it is said. “His organs do not depart,” it 
' is quite clear that the denial of deixirtuTe of the 
Prlnns is from the bwlj ns iu the cose of one who 
is sttarbed, and ronsequeutly the exprewsiou 
‘from him' in the Midhyaiidiua rer’ension even 
ought to mean the body and not the soul. 

Fnnn what has been slated obove w« tiud 
Snnkuru mure rensouable and ronsistant and tbere> 
fore we can safely soy that bis interpretation of 
Sutras 1^14 as establishing a twofold Iniowlerlge 
is after Bt<Ur4yiina’s eiew, though occordiug to 
the wording of the Sutras it is not so happy. 
This sort of interpretation of the Sutrahims is 
not without ita precedent, as we find TTpararsha 
and Sabom doing the same in their commentaries- 
on the Purm ICim&insa-Sutras. 

We now oome to the last section of the work 
where the state of the released soul is dearribed. 
Sutras 1>3 describe that on the attainment of 
Knowledge the soul manifeets itself in ita own 
nature. Sutra 4 aays that it attains non-distinctiou 
with Brahman. The question as to what the nature’ * 
of that state is naturally arises after this and 
Sutms 6-7 attempt a description. The views of 
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Jaimiui aud Aoduloi&i unt giveu aud finally in 
ilatra 7 Bidar^yaoa wy* tbat both th^M Tiews are 
true, for they are uot voutradictory. The queetiou 
i«, whether the views of Jaimini ond Audulutni are 
true of the released eoal in eucceaeiou or eiiuul- 
iaueously. Bidariyana’s decisiou ia that they ore 
true at oue and the same time according as the 
subject ia viewed from the relative or transcen* 
dcutal etandpoint. Sankara inakea this clear in 
his BhAshya. His critics find fault with him 
here. They say that he ia obliged in this Sutra 
to ascribe to the traly released soul qualities 
which clearly cannot belong to it, since for such 
A soul BO VyaToh&ra exists. They say thereby 
that his interpretatiou is uot faithful. Such a 
criticism shows that they have fsiled to under* 
etand what Suukara ineuiis here. He does not say 
that (he released soul is vunscious nf itMlf as 
poesessiug oil the qualities describe*! by Jaimini, 
but that we who are in bondage are obliged in des> 
cribing the state of such a soul to have recourse 
to such a description. In leality the soul when 
released exists as Pure Intelligence, but aa Pure 
Intelligence is beyond our conception, we in our 
ignorance view it os identified with Iswora, for 
that is the highest reading of Pure Intelligence 
or the Nirguna Brahman that we can posaibly 
conoeive. Certainly there exists no Vyavahira 
ot all for the released soul, which is free froni 
ignorance: but it exists for us who ore in ignorOnoe 
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ami Jai^iai'a dearriptioa uf tha atute ot ta 
released soul is out dearription of it. lawarn’H 
poscteuion of powers is not like that of au ordinury 
Jim which being subject to Iieecience thinks n( 
itself as an ezperiencer, an agent, and so on. He 
is beyond all taint and therefore not subject tcs 
Nescience, and consequently does nut think of 
Himself as iKMsesstog alt these lordly powers: 
but these powers exist in Him. beoiiuse we in our 
ignorance ascribe them tii Him. Keen so art* 
these lordly powers ascribed to the relenaetl s<ml 
by us and if is regarded as identical or haring 
attained nan-<listinctioii with Issmru. This is the 
full import of Kultu 7 both according to Bftda- 
Htyans and Sankara. Bn tilt all souls are- 
released. the state of the released lurtakes of n 
twofold charatterislic according to the riewpoin^ 
from which it is described—'transoendental or 
relatire, eren as Brahmnn has a twofold charnc- 
taristic of which one is illusory or read from the 
retatirr standpoint (r>Wr 3. 2. This 

attainment nf lordly powers by souls on identi- 
doation wjth Iswnra is not the same as the attain¬ 
ment of such powers by the knowers of the 
Sflguna Brahman who go to BrahmaloVa, for it 
is mads clear in 4. 4. .17 tbnt their lordly powers 
do npt include the potvnr of creaHon. etc.^ but 
only power to create objecta of enjoyments at wilt 
(4. 4. 8). while this power is not negated in ther 
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CM^ of souls which get idsatified with Iswsre 
According to Sutns 4. 4. 6 and 7. 

That the Sutrak&ra rnakee a distinction 
between the attainment of Liberation b; the 
knowledge of the Nirgnna Brahman and that bf 
the knowledge of the Saguna Brahman, ia clear 
from Sutra 4. 1. 19, where he makee no reference 
to anj going forth in the case of a Jivnnmukta, but 
aimply aaye that on the exbnuation of the 
Pr^bdhff Karma ho attains Brahman and this 
if also in keeping with texts like Brih. 4. 4. 6 
and aapeciall; Chh. 6. 14. ‘i where it U clearlf 
stated that his merging in Brahman ia delayed 
just lui long as the b^y lasb. But going to 
Brihmaloka by “tbe path of the gods" is nlso a 
kind of Liberation, for from there the eoul doef 
not return to thin mortat world, but gets mergwl 
in Brabman at the end of the cycle together with 
Krahinh. as stated in Sntra 4. 3. 10. As the 
author is concerned in this section, with the reaull 
of Up&aanis, vts. Liberation,! he describes the 
result of the knowledge of the Kirguna Brahman 
in Sutras 1-7 and* from S-122 the reeult of the 
knowledge of the Saguua Rrahmun. If, as accord¬ 
ing to R&mknujn and Ninxb&rka. there is no suck 
distinction at all, but the description is of one 
k|pd at Liberation only, then when it is said ia 
Sutra 4. 4* & that the released soul attains -a 
nature like that of Brahman, there is no further 
necessity of saying that it can create at ^iU all 
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ohjecb) of pajoymeut. Moreovor, ti beiog fr«« 
from tin, oltl age ele. (Chh. 8. 1. 5) are quallUea 
of the euul as well ns of the Lonl, then they will 
cease to l>e the iletiuLug t-haract4nristic of the liord. 
la this case the objection raised iu the first part 
of Satra 1. 3. 19 will not be answered by the 
aeound half of tho Sutia. The Sotra ruus as 
follows.: “If it be said that from the subeequeut 
texts which refer to the Jiva ’smatl AkAsa’ means 
the Jiva, w« say that the reference to the aoal is 
in so far as its real iiatnre is made manifest (t.«. 
as iioB'differeiit from Bnihmun).*’ In the pre¬ 
vious Suira it was established that the 'small 
Ak&sa' in Chh. 8. 1. 1 is Brahman and not the 
Jiva, iu spite of the reference to the Jiva in Chh. 
8. 3. 4, lor ‘tree from evil’ etc. which are said to 
be qualities of the 'small Ak&sa' are not true of 
the soul. At the end of his commentary on Sutra 
18, Sankara says that Sutra 20 will make it clear 
why the individual soul U referred to iu Chh. 
8. 3. 4. In Sutra l9 oited above a fresh objec¬ 
tion is raised that subeequent texts also refer to 
the Jiva (vtda Chh. 8. 7-lL in which the waking, 
dream, and deep sleep state of the aoul are des¬ 
cribed) and therefore ‘small Ak4sa’ means Jiva. 
The second half answers it by saying that the 
reference to the Jiva is in so far as its real 
nature is mads manifest (vid« Chh. 8. 12. 3), 
The reference to the individual soul in Chh. 
8. 3. 4 is to show that in reality it is beyond the 
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three statee of wakiog, di-eam, and deep sleep 
and non>different from Brahman. If undet^ the 
circumetauoes 'free from sin' etc. ore its qoaliUes 
wen u cliSerent from Brshmou, as Rim&nujit 
aaja, then ‘small AkHea’ cannot be eetablinhed 
to be Brahman against the objeotion raised in 
Butra 1. 3. 19. Moreover, in Sutra 1. 3. 20 
^according to him 19} the explanation given by 
him for the refei-ence to the Jiva in Chh. 8. 8. 4 
is not at all aatiefactory. He says, ‘^This refer* 
«nve to the Jiva eervee the purpose of gWing 
instruotion not about the Jiva, but abont the 
nature of that which is (he cauae of the qualitiee 
of the individual eonl, s.s. qualitiee specify be¬ 
longing to the ^rd. The reason is that such 
iqformatiiiu about the released eonl helpe the 
^ortrine with resiwct (o ‘sninll Akhaa'. The in* 
>Aiviilual euul which wants to attain Brahman 
must also know its true nature, eo that it as 
being eudowMl with auspicious qualities will 
*finally arrive at the intuition of the Lord who is 
n mass of auspicious qaalitiee raised to the high* 
>est excellence." But according to Sankara we 
have seen that ita reference is to identify fhe 
two—the released soul and th« Lord. It is quite 
npi>arent that between the two explanations 
H&m&iiuja’s falls to the ground. Such an 
argument does not at all,fit in as an explanation 
for the reference to the released soul in Chh. 
•8. 3. 4 and is against the spirit of the teaching 
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of the whole of ('hepter 8 of the Cbhindogjra. 
Saakara'i critinp Hn<l fault with him taking into- 
cuDeidentioB unijr Sulni 1. 8. 19; but if they 
only ^ to uncIeratBud the Sulrokara taking into- 
conaidention Sutn«ii 18-20 nnd the Srnti texta. 
to which they refer, they will find that Snnkara’a 
interpretation ia by far the beat. 

The dtfe<-tH that are ahnwn in UfiTnhnnja'H 
interpretation of Sretiou 4 hold good >n the caae 
of Nimbarkn ab>o. 

Sankara't iitffr//rrt4*tiim jviHfitil bn titf Wt4: 

Thna a compamtive niudy of theee three 
commeatariee on the moat important topica- 
treated by Baditrfiyana in hh* work ealabliahee A' 
atrong oaae fur Snnkam'a interpretation <uf the- 
Sutraa. We find aimilar view* aUo expreHsed in 
the Oiti. And if. aa haa been abown at the- 
baginning, the author of the Qit4 hod a hand in 
the 8tttma~-i4Dd thia fact ia nut queetiuued by 
Ritninuja and Ninibfirlca, for according to them- 
it ia the aame ]wraon Veda Vyksa—then it goes 
all the moTr to ahow that .^ankarn'it interpreta-- 
tion ia porrect, for we cannot expwt that the 
aame author baa expreaaed different eiewe in the- 
two works. We shall cite a few texta from the 
Giti which tally with Sankara’s interpretation of 
the Sntraa. 

"I ahall deacribe that which lias to bn 
known,...the bogianinglesa Supreme Brahman.. 


INTRODUCTION 


IXT- 

It ia culled neither being nor uon>b«ing...With» 
out uiid within nil beiag«...TmpHrtible, yet It 
exutt lat if divi<Ud in beiagi” (13. 12*l<i)—iheae 
tesU describe the nttributeleesnesA of Brahin&u. 
The text snys thut the one Immutable Mppenre- 
oj if divuUd into many end not in reality. It 
Itaelf, therefore, is “the siistainer. genemtor,. 
and de\'ourei- of all beings” (13. 16); also T.d 
and 7. That Brahman has a twofold nature, the 
Nirguna whiclt is Its real iiuture and the Saguna 
which is the creation of Uftyi, is made clear by 
Arjuua's question in 13.1 and the Ixird’s answer 
in' 12. 2^, where 9e recognises the Nirguua 
aspect, but ssys at the same time that those devoted 
Id the Soguna aspect are better versed in Yoga, 
as devotion to it is easier and therefore best suited' 
to Arjuna and the genendity of mankind, even as. 
He saya in G. U for the siiine rensoii thut Karma 
Yoga is better than Juiinit Yoga. 

The indivtduul wml in its real nature »' 
described in 2. 11.25. Specially versos'16-18 say 
that it is real, alUperrading, changeless, imiw n- 
table, indestructible and illimitable, while verse- 
24 again says It is alUpervading. Again 6. 81 
Qstnblishes the identity of the self and Brahman 
contained in,the Vedic; dictum. “That thou art," • 
▼er*4« 29 and 30 having described the real nature 
of thie, soul as identical with Brahman. But the 
sogl 4n its state of bondage being deluded con-- 
sidets itsplf an agent and esperiencer, atomhr 
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and a part of tli« Lord. “The Qunas of Prakriti 
jMrfonn all octjon. ’With the understanding 
4l«lvH*d by egoism, man thinks, 'I am the doer' '* 
.<3. 27). See also 14. 23 und lo. 7. 

The doctrine of Kiyft is clearly referred to 
in the following texts: "Knowledge is enveloped 
in ignontnue, hence do beings get deluded” 
i(&. 16); "This world knows He not, being deluded 
by the modidcations of the Ouuas. Verily this 
olivine Mftyfk of Hine is diflinult to croee over... 
deprived of discriminution by U&yi they follow 
the Asuric ways” (7. 13-10); "I am not mani¬ 
fest to all, being veile<l by Wy Toganthyi” 
•(7. 25): “The Lord dwells in the heart of all 
beings causing them to ravolve by His Miyk”* 
.*(ld. 61). Finally, 'though stress is Isid on Bhakti 
in the Oiti, nowhere does it say that Bhakti is 
euperioT to Knowledgs, On the other hand we 
And Knowledge highly praised. "Tha iire of 
Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. There 
■exists nothing so purifying like Knowledge” 
(4. 37-36); "Supremely dear in the wise niun to 
lie. I regard him as My very Self” (7. 17-18). 
•Conclution: 

In conclusion, we wonld like to state that 
from what all has been said abore«we do not 
mean to suggest that Sankara’s interpretation of 
the Sutras is the only tme one. Rather onr object 
has been to show that Sankara too, like the o^er 
great commentators, is justified in interpreting 
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tli« Sutras in the way he bas doup. Tb« fact is. 
Badarftyana has sysfpmutiKetl the philosophy ot 
the TTpanishads in b» work, and like them hi» 
Sutras also are alWomprehensiTp. The UpanU 
shads, we must remember, do not teach through- 
out any particular doctrine. They contain 
Tfrions doctrines which are meant for people at 
different stages of spiritual sTolution. They are- 
not contradictory, hut rather tlisy are hosed nit 
the principle of Adhikanhhodo, as nil ore not 
capable of apprehending the seme truth. The old 
idea of Axundhati-daraaua*ny&y' upplips. Nearly 
every chapter in the Upanishad begins with 
doalietic teaching or TTptUanA and ends with (v 
grand flourish of Advaitn. God is first tnught n» 
a Being who is the creator o! this universe, its 
preserver, and the deatructitm t«i which every¬ 
thing goes at last. He is the one to Iw worship¬ 
ped, the Buler, and appears to Iw outside of 
nature. Next we find the annie teacher teaching 
that God ia not outside of nature, but immanent 
in nature. And at lost both ideas are discarded 
and it is tangbt that whatever is real is He; 
there is no difference. -“Svetaketu, thou art 
That.” The immanent one ia at last declared 
to be the same that is in the human soul.' Tbis- 

' The aetbod of tpccrlag tbs doy itsr Anindhtti with 
tbc help of bilssx lurs nssr it, calUni thsm Aroadhsd. 

^ Coapleca Works of Swsmt ViveksDsnds, Vol. IIL 
pp. 381,'997, sad 388. 
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fart in rarogtiixed by Bi<lariynuu too and no ruiu* 
Tueutator* make a uiintake wbeu they think that 
the Sxiftiw propound . only their, doctrine tiiid 
nothing eUe. 

Thu ginud principle of Adhik&rikheda iit the 
-foundation on which the teachiugH of the Upa* 
uiehadA, the Bntbiita*.SQtraa, and the QitA are 
hoaed and that ia the reason why they bnee been 
nuiveiaelly ucceptetl by the Hiudna o‘( oil clauea 
:»nd denoiniuatioiM. Front thia jKiiut of view we 
nre inclined to think thnt of nil the (-ominente* 
tors Bonkara hna done the greotcHt juntice to-the 
•SntralrAra by hia twofold doidrine of the nhao- 
lute end phenotiienol reality. 
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The whole of Satikar&'ii ]>hilDAophy mny he 
aummed tip aa follows: m '4<lp4|Ul aNr HVV 
imriThe BrahmAti of the Upanishads is the only 
Reality, and CTeryUiiugr else—this world of inaui- 
foidneaa—is nnrenl. is a mere appearance; the 
individnal sonl (Jits) is identirni with Brahinau, 
the One withont a aecoud, which the acripiuree 
define aa Exiatei>ce>£iiowlodKe>Blias Abeolute. 
'‘Brahman ia ExiaUnce, Knowledge. Infinity” 
(Taitt. 2-1); “Brahmnn ia Knowledge, Bliu” 
(Brih. 8.9.28). This identity of the Jira and 
Brahman is clearly stated by the acriptnrea in 
texts like: “Thou art That, 0 Svetahetn” {Chh. 
6.8.7), ”I am Brahman” (Brih. 1-4-10), and “Tko 
Self alone is to be meditoted upon” (Birh. 1.4.7). 

The question then naturally arises: If Truth 
ia one, whence arises this many which we expe¬ 
rience through the senses? Tmth cannot contra¬ 
dict experience. So Sankara had to explain this 
apparent contradiction between Truth and our 
ereryday experience. He says that this plnrality 
is sn illusion (MfiyI). It has no reality, for it 
disappears when the knowledge of the true nature 
of Brahman is realised. It is just like seeing a 
snake .in a rope, in the dork, 'lliis wrong perception 
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ii bi'ougUt about by ignorance (ATidyi), wbicb 
is begintiiiiglesa. it is this ignorosce which is 
the cause of all this duality, Brahman being mis. 
taken for the world. t)u OMrount of this ignoni»<*e 
the individual soul idriilifiee itself with its nd* 
^uncts (Up&dhis), vU., tbs body, senses, etc., which 
are only su]>erimj»oeed on it. , This identification 
nuikes ^e soul think that it is the doer, enjoyer, 
etc.-~though the truth is that it ia none of theiie-- 
nnd thereby it comes uuder the sway of birth, 
death, happiness, misery, etc., iu short, becomes 
bound down to this world (Samsira). 

When Sankara says that the world ia false, he 
does not mesn that it is abeolutaly nothing, but 
that our experience is liable to 1 m stultified by 
ineatiB of knowledge of things as they are. The 
world has a relativu existence; it is ttue for the 
time being, but disappears when true knowledge 
dawns. It it not rool for all timea, in other words, 
it is not real inm the abiolnte standpoint. Mlyil 
or ignorance is not a real entity. We can neither 
say that it exists nor that it does not exist. It 
is a mystery which is beyond our understanding; 
it is unspeakable (Anirraehaniya). As H&yS ia 
not real, it cannot be related to Brahman, the 
Beality, in any way whatsoever; for any relation 
betweeen truth ond falsehood is.impcsisible... .The 
relation is only apparent, and.therefore ^rahman 
^s in.no.,way affected l^.thi^ illu^op^wnich. ia 
sruperimposed upon It, even as the rope is not 
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■affected bj the sunke tlint is numued to exist iu it. 

Therefore tho only way to liberation froui this 
worldly existence iSamsam) is to get rid of ibis 
wrong notion tlirough the real knowledge of 
Dnibrnau. Jast us in tbe cose of the rope 
.nud tbe snnke, it is the knowledge of the 
roiMS alont that reiiioree the illusion of the snake 
MMil nothing else, so also it is the knowledge of 
Bn>bjnnn alone that brings aboat the ceeaation of 
•this relatire existence (Satnsfini). “A man who 
jenows Jt slone truly, pussos beyond death; there 
is no other path to go by" (Seet. 3.8); "He comes 
8\ot to death who aces that One." Pilgrimages, aus> 
ierities, worship ond charity—these by themselTes, 
'without Knowledge, cimnot help us to attain 
Jyiberftliuu. Their utility lies only in purifying 
•our iiiiud (ChittAsnddhi), cleausiug it of all worldli- 
mfM, and thus making it St to comprehend the 
Truth. When Uruhnian is realised this phenoin- 
vnni world disappeniu automatically, without any 
furiher effort on the part of the individual. Know¬ 
ledge of Bmhuiau being thus the only way to 
liberation, an inquiry into Brahman through the 
study of the Brnhiun-Sntms is Absolutely neoes- 
■sary. 

Sankara's explanation of tbe world as un 
illusion has given his philosophy the name of 
^nydvkda or Anii-vachaniya B^yktiTdda. It if 
abio known a* Virartuvdda, the doctrine of 
Appsient modification of Brahman into this 
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pheuniDfiial world, as iijiiicned tn l*ariuainuv3d;i or 
the ilorifiue of the uctnal nuMUficotiou of Brahiiuui 
into this phsuonieual world, ns held by some othcT 
schools ut VedSutn like the VisUhtsdvaituvadu of 
BlutHnaju. 

Sanktim auticipMe^l that this method of ex> 
pltiuiug the pheuomciinl world would ruise » 
protest from the mrioxts other m-1ioo1s of his time. 
8w ut the betfintiin? of hts eoutmeutar>' on tho- 
Broluiin-tjutms, be writes a masterly introduction, 
which is well known as the AdbjSsa Bh&sbya or 
th« section denliutr with snperiiuixwition, wbeitia 
he (-stubluhes saperiwiMMition us a statenieut of 
(act and not a mere hypothesis. He storts with 
the objections that can possibly bo raised ngoiiisC 
his thsory of superimpaiitiou and then refutes 
them. He ssys: It is well known that tho subject 
ssd the object, which hove (or their spheres or 
contonts the notions of *1' and ‘Thou’ rssiMctiTely,. 
and which ere opposed to each other as darkness- 
and IJ^ht, cannot be idontifieil. Hence their 
attributes also cannot W identified. Consequently 
the saperiinpoaition of the object and its atti-ibutes 
on the subject, whose essence is pui-e intelligence, 
and rice trena, ought to he a logical impossibility. 

If the world phenoioena are a case of saper- 
iinpositinn, like the snake in the rope, then whi<di 
is superimposed on which? Is the world aupev- 
imposed on Brahman, or is it the rererm? In the 
bitter case, the world, which is the subeiratunii 
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like tlie rope in the exaiuple, would be n re&lily. 
If it ia the other way—the world uu Brahman^ 
it is not poewible, for Brahuan U uot an object 
erhich can be jierceived by the aensee like the rupe. 
A thing becotuea an object when it ia limited by 
time, apace, and causation. Hinre Brnhmau is 
unlimited, It ia beyond theee, and so ennnot be an 
object of perception; tu inch It cannot be the aub- 
atrutum of a aupeiijnpositiou. Brabninn la aUo the 
inner Self of everyoua and therefore can never be 
Kepurate and iu front of a peraou like n rope, when 
nione the world can be auperimpoeed on It. 

Neither can Bmhnuiu be both subject and 
object of the tltinkiug prot-eae, for one nnd the 
some being cannot both be the ngent auil the 
object of its activity at the same time. An object 
ia that on which ia concentratwl the activity of 
the i\gent, und hence it muat be different from the 
ogeiit. If. agoiu, Bmhuinn is unmifeHted by 
Moiiie other knowledge nnd tiiua becomes an object, 
It ceaaea to be aelMuminoua and becomes limited, 
and this the acriptnree do not accept. Farther, 
in all eaaes of superimposition there ia nn ante* 
cedent real knowledge of the object which ia 
supe rim pos e d, as of thn annke in the example. 
So to superimpose the world on Briibmnn a real 
knoaUigo of the world ia neceaanrj, and tbi» 
would make the world a reality, with the reanlt 
that the cesaatiou of the world phenomena would 
ke nn impoeafbility and Liberation would be 
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unpOMible. Thos iu wbuttiver wuy w« mny tijr to 
twtuliluli the thvury uf auimriiupncition, we ur« uot 
nbte to (Iu so. 

Vet, uyn Saukorn, it is ontonil (o self- 
cvuleut foct) oik the ixkrt of inftu, because of 
ignckraiuw, uot to dutin^isli betweeu tbe two 
eotities {tlie subject mid the object) which urn 
quite ooutradictory. aud to superinipoM the 0 U(» 
on the ctber, nnd tlieir attributes ns well, and thuA 
mixing u]> the nnil tmd the unreal to use suck 
pbriiMB as “Thnt is 1”, or "This is mine". Thu 
Self again is not altogether a ucm-object, for it is 
tbe object of the noliou <if tbe higo. Tbe Self 
(lupN not entirely elude (Hir grasp. Though the 
inner Self is uot mi object and ia also, without 
imrts. yet owing to ignuruttce, which is UDsp«alc> 
able nnd without a begiuuiug, nttributoe like 
mind, body, musm, etc., which are products of 
ignorance', are superimposed on the Self, and it 
behaves as if it wore an agent, enjnyer, poMeMcdi 
of piirta, and ninny—although in truth it is none- 
of thane—nnd thiu becomee an objeot. Tbe real 
Self cau never he nu object of knowledge. Self- 
consciousuifss is possible only with respect to (t 
Self alreody qualified ^ tilese adjuncts. 
(TJpSdhis). This sounds like ao argument in iv 
r-ircic; for to nrtablisb superhnpoaitibn we have' 
to accept the Se.lf to be an object, and the- Self 
can be an object only tbnM^h the superimpoeitiorv 
of adjuncts (Upfidbis); it is aetimUy not so. It 
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is n cM« IUc« the setnl nnd the tr«v. The eeed 
giTei eiee to the tree, which agAiu produces the 
seed, the csuse of the future tree, uud so od. So 
iu this aeries of illusions without s beginniDg, the 
Self, which is the suhstrutxira of the present 
supeiimposition, is au object on nrcount of a past 
supeiimposition, and that one had for its substra¬ 
tum the Self, which hud become an object of a 
•till eorlier eaperimpuRitiau, and so on ai 
«n/titt(«in. The pure Self without the limiting 
adjuncts is never the substratum of a super* 
imposition. It is the difference in the limiting 
adjuncts, as shown above, that makea it possible 
for the Self to be at the same 'time an agent and 
the object of action. 

Superimpoeitiou, iiguin, is due to ignorance 
and hence it is not nccvssnrjr tliat the knowledge 
of the object superimpcuusl most be u real know¬ 
ledge. It is enough ii we bow a knowledge; it 
uee<l nut necessnrilj be real; it can itself bo 
another illusory knowledge. That the Self exists 
is proved by the iutuitive knowledge we have of it. 
This is well known and but for it nothing would 
have been cognised iu this world. “He shining, 
everything ' else ahines'’ (Kath. 2.2.15). We 
know things in and through it; no consciotuaeas 
or experience is possible independently of it. 
Everyone is ccuuoious of his own Self, for no one 
titinksi am not*'. Nor. again, is it necewaiy 
that the inject to be a substratum of w'sdher- 

• I* V ' 
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impotition should be before us, fur ve Me that 
AksM (tby), which ie uot Tisiblo to the senees, 
becomes a fubstrutxim tor superimpoeitious by tike 
i(n>or*nt, who mpote blueneu, spherical shape, 
etc., to it in such expreuions as, “The sky is 
blae“, and “It is sphericul”. Thus super- 
impoutton is nn esUiblished fact. 

But then direct perceptiun, which is the best 
of all proofs—since it is the basis of all other 
means of knowledge like inference, etc.,—affirms 
this world of mauifoldneas. How con the scrip¬ 
tures that deny - it carry conviction as against 
direct cxporiMceP They cannot. Hence s<!rip- 
tural texts that deny the many and uphold unity 
will have to be interpreted in a manner so as not 
to contradict our experience. This view cannot 
stand. For the uripturee (Srutis) are impersonal, 
eternal, Mlf-luminnus, nnd so on. Their validity 
is direct and Mlf-cvident and therefore infallible. 
They constitute by themselvee nn independent 
source of knowledge. Ueone they too are to lie 
accepted as nutharitative. The fact is that each 
evidence of knowledge has its own sphere wherein 
it is absolutely authoritative. Perception has its 
supreme validity in knowledge through the senees. 
Theie a hundred texts cannot prevail against it. 
The scriptures (Srutis) on the other hand have their 
absolute authority in a province where peroeptioa 
cannot be of any avail. Their province is tran¬ 
scendental knowledge, which cannot be attained in 
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an;f other w&j. Here rovelatiou, which does not 
•depend on other BoarcM ol knowledge, is the final 
avthority, and not perception or even reason. The 
scriptures do not deny the enipiricnl validity of 
percapticm; they deny only its nbaolate or trsnacen« 
•dental validity. 

SmamrostTiOK DBrutno 

Superimposition, anys Sankara, is the apparent 
{•raeontation to cousciousueas, by way of rcmem* 
hranca, of something previously observed in soma 
other thing. It is su apparent pretmtation, that 
is knowledge which is 8\ibse(|uently falsified; in 
•other words, it is illusory knowledge. According 
io Vichospati Mum this is the fundamental 
•characteristic of superimpositiun, and tlie rest of 
.the definition only difieivntiutca it from those given 
by other schools of pbilocM>|>hy. But the author of 
the commentary Hatnaprablal takes apparent pre* 
4ent^ti^ in some utlter tltinff ns the rhamcteristie 
mark of superimposition, und this seems to be more 
in keeping with Sunluim, who says in his com* 
anentnry: **Bui all these definitions agrve in so far 
■08 they repreMnt sup«rim])oaition os the apparent 
gireeentation of the attributes of one thing in 
another thing ” 

As it is impossible to have illuMry knowledge 
vrituout the mixing up of two thin^pi, we find the 
words tometkinff previimtlj/ obttrved in the dufini* 
tion. These words, together with the words a p parent 
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pTMntaticn, mtke it clrur tlint tbf tbiu^ 
•up«rimpo8«d is not tbe re«l object seeu Kume time 
befuio, but Bometbiiiir like it. A mere experieuce,. 
sod not the reali^^ ie wliat is necesitury; Ueiu*e tbe 
vord obtvntd. I'be experieuce should nut be si 
preseDt one, but a iMist one, nod that is tbe signi¬ 
ficance of tbe woTfl proritnul/f. Ho the thing snper- 
uuposed is a folw or unreel thiug. But tbe thing 
uu which it is supvrimpsoesl in u r«ol thing. Tb«- 
irords by way «/ rrmembnnea excludes oil ('anas of 
recognition where tbe object jireviously observed 
oguiu presents itself to mir uiises, as when u person 
seen nt a porticuhir pUce is uguin seen ot another- 
plsi-e. In remrinhntuce tbe object previously 
observed is not in tenewerl contact with tbe senses. 
It is mere remeinbrauce that oi>erates in tbe case of 
snpehrepoeitiMi. 

This definition of superimpueition meets nn 
ubje/:tion of tbe 'kfirnSmsakna, who sny tlint nn un¬ 
real thing cennnt be an object of experieoce. 
According to them all knowledge is renl; there 'oou 
be nothing like fnlec knowledge. They uphold the 
intrinsic validity of all knowledge, for every 
knowledge produces n seuso of certainty in us ond 
we have no doubt about it at the time. If it were- 
otherwise, then we should always be in doubt and 
never arrive at any certainty. So every knowledge- 
is true for the rime being, though subsequent 
experience may prove that it was wrong, as in the 
case of an illusion. Bnt from the definition of 
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supnriinpositioa iri^«n by Kuukara we find tbat 
becaoM n pnrticnlar tbiuj; is expemnc«<1 it doea 
not for that rery reamiu beomiic rcul. A thing tnoy 
be ooronl and at the nanie time may be experienced.. 
Othonriae the water in a luirnge would be n rt«lity, 
which in fact we Jenow it i» not. ' 

The PrAbhSkoru schcKil oi hlimHiusokna mue a 
Ereah objection. Uow rnn the world be unrtol or 
nou-exUtentV X<m-«x»trnce is not a rntegory by 
itself; it can be ooin-eived only in relation to a rent 
object. We speak of iton*esi8t«)ice when one ranZ' 
object is predicated in tetms of another real object. 
When we think of a pot in terms of n cloth, we ny 
tbb'negatK^ of the rUtIh in the pot. That ia all 
that is meant by non-cxiiiteiH'o; npart from this, it* 
has no reality. An unreal object con never be the - 
object of our experience. So tbis world, if it were ■ 
unreal, could never lie the objtwt of our exiierience. 

Applying this argument in tlie rose of a- 
mirage, we find tlint the reality, the sun's mys 
refract^ by layers of air, is, occonling to the ’ 
MimSmsakse, nothing bnt the tiegottoM of tenter, 
and it is therefore s«If>evident that the phenomenon 
we experience cannot be water. Neither con they 
soy that the water in the mirage is not real, since ■ 
it is experienced. So tlie wnter in the mirage is 
neither real nor unreol, nor can it be both at the- 
same time. Therefore we have to accept the* 
phenomenon as something beyond our rompre|ten- - 



14 BRAt«4A'5UTRA5 [Atlby^ 

don (AnuTacUuuiya), which is exactly the view of 
Ssnkarn. 

Saxtkara says that the uature of objects is two* 
fold, real and ometil. The drst manifests by its 
Vary nature, depending on the object itself; the 
second, the unreal appearance, depends on some 
•other thing fur its uiauifeetntinn. In a mirage the 
mys of the sun are a reality, bnt their appearance 
■as nater ie nueal and depends on soiaething else, 
the impressions (Saniskirai) prodaced by seeing 
water elsewhere before. Tliat which is reel always 
•continues to be so, hut tlie nnreul is ever chnuging. 
Brolimau, tU« Uenlity, remains unchanged; but 
Mly.^ ami its pi-oducts, whiclt nre nssumed to exist 
ill Hrahman, are unreal aud therefore •vercliang- 
ing, yet experienced by us. The world phono* 
mvnn are neither real nor unreal, nor both; they 
jure unspeakable (Anirvachaniya), 

llxpntmoK or Svnsniru’oatTioH hcconniMu 
TO OniKN Scuooi.« 

llie four scbnolt of philosophy in Buddhism 
•define superimpoaition os “ths superimpoaition of 
the attributiM of ('ne thing on onother”. They 
maintain that in superimpoaition forma of cogni¬ 
tion. or ntodee of the intai'nal organ in the form of 
the object, are superimposed on an external object 
which itself way be real or illusory. The PrfibhS- 
'ksms refute this definition, for according'to the 
Buddhists there is no separate entity called the 
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Self apart from cunaciouaness (Vijuaiia). Tli« Self 
ia but a form of (TOuaciuosueM. If iu an illuaion,' 
where a rope ia taken for a aunke, the auake oIm 
be a form of cognition, then (nir experience ought 
to be of the kind, “I uui a anake” or anuke”,. 
aiui not aa “ThU ia a anake". Therefore I'rabhj' 
kaitu dabne auperiiupoaitian aa "an error ariaiug 
from the non^perception of the difference of that 
which ia auperinipoaed from thot on which it ia 
snperimpoaed". There ia no pqBiiive wrong or 
illnaory knowledge, bat a mere non-perception of 
the difference between two real experiencea, one 
of which ia a past ex)ienence. Where a mother- 
of-pearl ta token for ail%*vr, the difference lietween 
the mother-of-peiirl seen nt the muinent and the 
ailrer remembered ia not percaiTecl. Xnijjjyika!t- 
refute this definition cut the grooud that mere 
non-perreptinii of the diffvrvure cannot induce uh 
to action. Hut n« a rnulter of fact wr are tenvptMl 
to ]>oas«m the ailrer Keen in a mother-of-pearl. 
Where there ia no jraoitivu knowledge, oa, for 
example, in profound sleep (Suahnpti), there ia no- 
activity. It ia poeitive knowledge that ia rea- 
ponaible for our iictiTity, aa we find from oiir 
experience in (he dream and waking states. Nor- 
can a mere remembmoco induce us to action. So 
in illoaion we are conscious of ailver aa o reality 
present before ua, and not os a mere remembronce. 

The Kaiyiyikas therefore define auperhnpoai- 
tion as "the fiotilioua assumption of attributes* 
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Alike tho«e of silver) (‘inifniry to tlie uoture of (he 
tliiu^ it.p. the uiii(lu>r<of«iK‘url) <iu wluch some* 
-thiu|f else (silrer) ix xu]>cHiu|HMe<r’. An identity 
M established behreeii tlio olijeet present before ns 
(the muther*or*}ieorl) uiid (be silver remeinbere*)-, 
rrhich is nut here imd now, but iiuaginetl, oud 
which exists as it riiililg «w(n('(s/»ers else. The 
person is lint itniM'inux llnit it is only a memory of 
silver, end iint uii nrtuulity. This identity 

• betneeu the silver seen elxen-hel'e uud the inother- 

• of>])eurl is whst ■'i’**' fhe illusion, lliera 
is thus a positive fiK'tnr in this experience, which 
is not the cHitr in the THlbhSkartis' definition. Yet 
it moy be questioned U<nv the silver which exists 
elsewhere con be in conluct with the senses; which 
is essentiel if the silver is to be experienced ns »ii 
actuiJity in front of us and not » mere memory. 
If it be said thet there is truusceudentel conteot 
(Alaukike JnluuIaksLinia Sonuikarshe) of the 
senses with it, then where (Ire is infer^d from 
smoke we can say it is also a cose of transcenden¬ 
tal contact, and inference ns n means to knowletl^te 
becomes unneceftinry. Therefore we bare to 
nocetit that in illusion nu iudeecriboble (Anirva- 
chaniya) fdlver is produced, which ia a reality for 
the time being. It is this silver which is directly 
perceived by the senses and gives rise to the 
knowledge, “This is silver''. The silver that is 
seen in the mother-of-pearl ia not present eome- 
nrliere else, for in (hnt case' it could not have been 
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<txp«rienceH a« here aud uow; uor ia it in tlie misd. 
}feitiier is it a luere iiouentity, for tben it could 
not iiATe been an object of pei-reption; unr can it 
be inlierent in the motber-of-pearl, for in that coMt, 
it could not have been sublatod eftervards. So 
m> are forced to toy that the xilm has no real 
•exiatence anywbero, but has only an apiMiront 
reality for the time boing which it unspeakable. 

This superimpoaition is called iguntance 
■(Avidyi), metaphorically, the effect being put for 
the cause. Ignorance does nut mean want of 
knowledge, but that kind uf knowledge which is 
-staltided leter on by the knowledge of things as 
they are. Its counter|»»vi i» cailed knowledge 
‘^idyl). When the Self is dimiiminated from its 
limiting adjuncts through A'edAntio discipline ond 
)irttctica (Skdhnna), vrx., hearing of acriptnral 
texts, reflection, and meditation on them, then 
knowledge downs, which deatroya this super> 
imposition. A mere intellectual knowledge is 
howsrer nut meant hei'e, but actual realisation. 
Since through this superimpoeition the two objects 
nie not in the least affected by the good or bad 
^gaUties of each other, once true knowledge 
dawns, it roots out ignorance with all its effects, 
learing no chance of its cropping up again. The 
recrudaecenoe would have been i>oesible if owing 
to the superimpoatioin the Self was in kny way 
•cimtamiDated by the<noja>^lf.and its properiiee. 

This superimpoeition (Adhylea) due to ighor- 
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anci! is the pmuuiptiou on wUirli ore bused the' 
dutinctiouA oiuoii^; tlie means of knoirledgr', 
objects of knowieclgi'. und knowing persons, in oui* 
career of duily artirity. nud so are also bosed all 
’scriptural texts, wliether they refer to ritualS' 
(Eurma) or kuuwleilgv (Jninn). All our experi> 
ence starts in this error which identifies the Self 
with the body, Menses, etc. All cognitWa acts- 
presuppose this kind of fahw ideutification, for 
without it the pure Self can never be a kuower, 
and without a knowing penonality, the means of 
right ]cnowle4lge cunuot operate. Therefore the 
means of right knowledge and the ecripiural iexts- 
beloag to the sphere of ignorance (Avidyfi). The}^ 
are meant only for one who is still under ignor¬ 
ance and has not realised the Self. They 'are 
valid only so long os the ultimate Truth is not 
realised; they have just a relative value. But 
front the standpoint of the ultimate Truth, our eo- 
called knowledge u all Avidyfi or no knowledge at 
all. In ili« phenomenal world, however, they are 
quite valid and are capable of producing empiri¬ 
cal knowledge. 

That our knowledge (empirical) ie no know¬ 
ledge at all is further proved by the fact that we 
do not differ from onimale in the matter of cogni- 
tinn. Just as a cow runs away when she sees a 
man with a raised stick in his hand, while sho 
npproachea oue with a handful of green graaa, so 
also do men, who possess higher intelligence, walk 
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away from wicked peraons ahoating with drawn 
aworda, while they approach those of an opposite 
nature. The behariour of animals in cognition, 
etc., is well known to be based on ignorance. 
Therefore it oan be inferred that man's conduct in 
the matter of cognition, etc., so long as they are 
under deluaion, is also similarly based. 

It may seem rather strange to say that even 
the scriptures belong to the field of ignorance 
(Aeidyl); for though in ordinary matters of cog¬ 
nition, etc., we may resemble animals and act 
through ignorance, yet in matters religions, such 
as the performance of sacrifices, the person wht/ 
engages himself iu them has the knowledge that 
the Self is separate from the body, since otherwise 
he cennot expect to enjoy the fruits of his ritualis¬ 
tic acta in hearcn, the body being destroyed at 
death. But we forget that though n person who 
engages himaelf in ritualistic acts may have a 
knowledge of the Self as distinct from the body, 
yet it is not neceesory that ha should . have a 
knowledge of the real nature of the Self as given 
by the Vedinta texts; rather such knowledge is 
destructive to him. For how can a peraon who 
knows the Self to be not nn enjoyer, agent, and so 
forth undertake any sacrifice enjoined by the 
ecripturesP Scriptural texts like, *‘A BrShmana 
should perform a sacrifice." are operatiTe only on 
the supposition that attributes such as caste, sthge 
of life, age, and ciroumstancM are superimpoaed' 
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ou fh« S«lf, which u uuu« of Not only u 

ntoslism (Kajuahanda) lueoat for panona uuder 
i^orance (Avidyi), but evan ao ia the Vedanta; 
ior without the distiuction of the meana of know¬ 
ledge, objecta of knowledge, and knowei- it ia not 
poeaible to comprehend the meaning of the 
.VedoDta texta. A pe/acn who ia conacioua of 
theee diatinction ia under the away of ignorance 
<Avidyfi), being in the world of duality. But 
there ia a difference between VedSnta and ritual- 
iaui. While the latter haa for ita goal that which 
ia within the sphere of ignorance, like enjoyment 
in heaven etc., the iormer helpa one to realiae 
hie true nature, whioh daetroye all ignorance. 

How cen ignorance lead to knowledge? 
£upirioal knowledge can produce traneceadental 
knowledge through ita empirical validity. To 
put it in Sri Ramakriahna'e beautiful language, 
"When we run a thorn in our hand we take it 
out by meane of another thorn and throw out both. 
So relative knowledge alone can remove that 
relative 'ignorance which blinds the eye of the 
Self. But such knowledge and anoh ignorance 
are both alike included in Avidyfi; heuoe the man 
who attains to the highest Knowledge (Jnflna), 
the knowledge of the Absolute, does away in the 
end with both knowledge and ignorance, being 
free himeelf from all duality." But before the 
dawning of real knowledge the authority of the 
Vedas stands unquestioned, for a knowle^a that 
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lias not been realiMii omuoi prevent • pereon 
tzxim entering on iritaaliatio octivitiee. It u only 
nfter realisation that ecriptoral text* cease to be 
■ojMrative. But beioie that, “liot the scriptores 
be thy authori^ in ascertaining vrbat ought to be 
^one and what ought not to be done. Having 
Jmown what is eaid in the ordinance of the sorip- 
4ure% thoQ shouldst act here*' (GHta 16.24). But 
when realisation dawns, then, “To the sage who 
lias known the Saif, all the Vedas are of so much 
sue as a ressiwoir is whan there is flood every* 
where" (Oita $.46). It is only for the knower of 
Brahman that they .hawe no valne, end not for 
otheee. 


CHAPTER 1 


Sbotiok 1 

Topic 1: The tftfttiry into Brahman oml 
its prt^qnitites, 

awwt iwfifirRn 11 < (I 

*n Now tun thercfon tlio uKioiry 

(into the rcnl nature) BrnhiiMn . 

1. Now (aftor the attainment of the 
requisite spiritual qualities) therefore (as 
the results obtained by sacrifices etc., are 
ephemeral, whereas, the result of the 
nowledge of Brahman is eternal), the in¬ 
quiry (into the real nature) of Brahman, 
(which is beset with doubts owins to the con¬ 
flicting TiewB of Tarions school of philo¬ 
sophy, should be taken up). 

At the very beginning the utility of each eib 
inquiry is quMticned. 

Objection i Such an inquiry ia not worth the- 
trouble. An intelligent man generally doee not 
enter into an inquiry about an object which ia- 
already known, or knowledge of which does not 
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6erTe Q»efal purpose. He ie alwe;! guided 
utility. Now Brahmau u such an object. At 
Brahman pure and unconditioned, there u no 
doubt or indeSniteneae about It, (or we have such 
defisiiiont ae, “Brahman ia Truth, Knowledge, 
Infinity” (Taitt. 2.1). As identical with the Self 
(Atman)—^which the Vedfinta holds—sdso, there 
is no doubt about Brahman; for the Self is nothing 
but the object of the notion of *1’, the empirical 
self which is well known to exist us something 
different from the body, senses, etc. Moreover, 
no one doubts his own existence. There is them* 
fore no indefiniteneea about Brahman, which 
would induce one to make an inquiry into It, 
The objeotion that this empirical self ia a result u( 
euperimpositiou (Adhyfisa) of the noD>Self ou the 
Self and vice versa, and is therefore not the true 
Self, cannot be accepted, for such a superimpoet- 
iioD between two absolutely contradictory objects 
is not possible. 

Ag^n, the knowledge of this Self or Brahman 
which, as shown above, everyone poaseasee, cannot 
destroy the world phenomena and help one to 
attain Liberation, for they have been existing 
together side by side all along from time im¬ 
memorial. And as there is no other knowledge of 
the Self beeidee '£go-consciousneas*, which can be 
calletl the true kntiwledge of the Self, there is no 
chance of the world phenomena ever ceasing to 
exist. In other words, the world is a reality, and 
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not Bometbiog illusory. So the kaowledge of 
Brahman serves no useful purpose such aa tiio 
attainment of liiberation from relative existence 
(Sainsim). For thrse rensoiis an inquiry into 
Brahman ia not dMimble. 

^fuwerr: An inquiry into Brahman is 
desirable, because there is some indefiniteness. 
with respect to It, (or v« find various condicting- 
viftvrs coni-eming Ita nature. Different schoida ot 
philoaophy bold different views. Snperimposition 
would have been an impossibility, and there woultf 
have been no iudehniteness about Brahman, if the 
ampiriral aelf bad l>eeu the real Self. But it is 
not. The srriptnrea (Smtis). sat thnt the Self is 
free from all limiting adjuncts and is infinite, all- 
blissful, all'knowiag. One without a second, and 
ao on. This the aeripturee repeatedly inculcate, 
and as such it cannot be interpreted in any second- ‘ 
wy or figurative sense. Bnt the empirical self ia 
felt as occupying definite space, as when we say, 
'I am in the room’, a.« involved in manifold 
laiaeriee, as ignomni, etc. How ran this kind of 
notion be regarded ns the true knowledge of the 
Self? To regard the Self, which is beyond limi¬ 
tation etc., as being limitetl etc., is itself an illu¬ 
sion, and hence superimpoaition is a self-evident 
fact. Tbe result of the true knowledge of the Self¬ 
leads to Liberation and so aervee a very, very 
fruitful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about 
Brahman through an examination of the TedInUv- 
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texts deeliuff vith It is worth while and sboald be 
undertaken. 

The word now in the Sutra U not used to 
introduce a new subject that is going to be taken 
up, in which sense it is generally used in other 
places, as for example, in the beginning of the 
Toga^Sutras or the I'urvn Mimfiinsl>Siitras. 
Neither is it used in any other sense, except that 
of immediate consecution, that is, it implies an 
antecedent, which existing, the inquiry about 
Brahman would be possible, and without which it 
would be impossible. This antecedent is neither 
the study of the Vedas, for it is a common reqni> 
site for Purrs Minifimsi os well se YedSnts, nor 
the knowledge end performance of rituals pres* 
cribsd by the Kormakindn, for these in no wsy 
help one who aspires after knowledge, but certain 
spiritual requisites. The spiritual rrquisitea 
referred to are: (1) discrimination between things 
permanent and transient, (2) renunciation of the 
enjoyment of fruits of action in this world and in 
the next, (S) the six treasuree, as they are called. 
Vis., not allowing the mind to externalise and 
checking the external instruments of the sense 
organs (Sama and Uama), not thinking of things 
of the senses (XTparati), ideal forbearance 
(TitikshS), constant practice to fix the mind in 
God (SamSdbSna), and faith (Sraddhl); and (4) 
the intense desire to be free (Mumukshutram). 
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Topic 2: Dtfinition of Btohtncn. 

?m: II ^ II 

3Fin^ OrigiD etc. (*.«•> sneteDanee and dierola- 
tioa) of this (world) ^ from which. 

2. (Brahman is that omniscient, omni* 
potent cause) from which proceed the orinn 
etc. (t.e. sustenance and (msolution) of wis 
(world). 

la the previous Sutra it has been established 
that an inquiry into Brahman should be made as 
it helps Idboration. Knoweldge of Brahman leads 
Liberation. Kow in order that we may attain this 
knowledge of Brahman. It must have some cha> 
ractitristics by which It can be known; otherwise 
it is not possible to have such knowledge. The 
opponent holds that Brahman has no such charao> 
teristics by which It can be defined, and in the 
abseuce of a definition there can be no knowledge 
of Bnhmau, end consequently no Freedom. 

This Sutra refutes that objection and gives a 
definition of Brahrasn: “That which is the cause 
of the world is Brahman’’—where the imagined 
“cause of the world” is indicative of Brahman. 
This is celled the Tatastha Lakehana, or that 
charecteristio of a thing which is distinct from it* 
nature and yet serves to make it known. In the 
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•definition given by thin Sutra, the origin, soato- 
nance, and dietolutioti are characteristics of the 
•world and as such are in no way related to Brah¬ 
man, which is eternal and changeless; yet these 
andicate Brahman, which is imagined to be the 
esnse of the world, just as an imagined snahe indi- 
•cates the rope when we eay, “that which is the 
snake is the rope”. 

The Bcriptnres give another definition of 
Brahman which dascribas Its true nature: "Truth, 
Knowledge, Infinity ie Brahman.” This is called 
-the Svampa Jjakshaua, that which defines 
Brahman in Its true essence. These words, 
though they have difierent meanings in ordinary 
parlance, yet refer to the one indivisible 
Brahman, even ae ihe words, father, eon, brother, 
husband, etc., refer to one and the same peremi 
nccording to his relation with different indivi¬ 
duals. 

It muet not however be thought that the 
7irtt Cauee of the univene is arrived at by this 
Sutra through mete reasoning, inference, and 
other means of right knowledge usually valid in 
this sense world. Brahman cannot be to estab¬ 
lished independently of the scriptures (Smti). 
Thongh from the effect, the world, we can infer 
-that it must have a cauee, wo cannot establish 
with certain^ what exactly is the nature of that 
-cause. W« cannot say that Brahman alone is the 
oause and nothing else, ae Brahman is not an 
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objei't of the Mnwa. l'ii« relation of cauM an<L 
effect can be establiibed where both the object* 
are perceiTed. Inference etc. may oaly> 

strong suggestions of Brahman’s being the First 
Cause of the world. A thing established by mere 
inference, however well thought oat, is explained 
otherwise by grentcr intellects. Keasooiug also 
is endless accorriitig to the intellectual capaci^ ot 
people and therefore cannot go far in the ascer* 
toimntnt of Truth. So the scripturee ought to* 
be the basis of all reasoning. It is experience 
that carries weight, and the scriptures are 
anthoritative because they are the records of 
the experience of master minds that have come 
face to face with Beality (Aptavikya). That ia- 
why the acripturee are infallible. Hence in 
asoertaining tha First Cause the scriptures alone 
are authority. 

The prime object of this Satra, therefore, is 
not to establish Brahmsn through inference hut 
to discoBs scriptural passages i which declare that 
Brahman ia the First Caus^-texts lilts: “That 
from which these beings are bom, by which they 
live after birth and into which they enter at 
death—try to know That. That is Brahman” 
(Taitt. 3.1). The Sutra collects the Vedint* texU- 
for the fall eomprehension of Brahman. Once 
the scriptures have declared Brahman to be the 
First (^ose, reasoning etc. may be tskem 
advantage of ia so far as they do not contradict 
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tk« Kriptiire«, but rutber tuppivment them, iu 
ascertaining the sense uf tJie Ved&nta texts. 
Sucb reaftoning must b« corroborative ol the 
trutb inculcated. This kind ol rveBoning includes 
tbs hearing of the texts <.Sravuua}, thinking about 
their meaning (Uanann), and meditation on them 
(Kidulhyisana). I'hia Icuds to intuition. Bjr 
intnition is meant tltai nvental modiftcatioD 
(Vritii) of the mind (Chitta) which destroys our 
ignotance about Brahman. When the ignorance 
is destroyed by this mental modification in the 
form of Brahman tBrahiuftk&rh Vritti), BrahmanH 
which is selt'IumiBous, reveals Itself. In ordt* 
nary perception when w« cognise on object the 
mind (Chitta) takes tJio form of the external: 
object, which deetroys the ignorance about it, and 
ooneciousness reflected in this iiiodificntion of the 
mind manifesia the object. In the I'as** of 
Brahman, however, the mental inodifirstion des* 
troys the ignorance, but Hrahinnn, which is cau> 
•oiousness pure nnd aimple, manifests Itself, 
being eelf-luminoua. That is why the scriptures 
describe Brahman as 'Not this', ‘Not this’, thus- 
removing the ignorance about It. Nowhere 
Brahman descriM positively, as 'It is this’, 'It 
is this'. 

Thue is thus a difference between an inquiry- 
isto Brahman and an inquiry into religious duty 
(INiarma JijnfisI). In the latter case, the scrip* 
tures alone are authority. Purva Kimamsfi saj» 


s 
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Ui»t il you do such and auch a thing, you will gat 
tuch and such roauIU. It is sonsthiiig yet to 
come and does not exist at 4he time. So no other 
proof is aTsilaUe regarding the truth of these 
sUtements except faith in them. But Vedfinta 
speaks about Brahman, which is an already exist¬ 
ing entity, and not dependent on human 
endeavour. Therefore besides faith in the scrip¬ 
tural texts thers ore other means available to 
oormborate its statements. That is why there is 
room for reasoning etc. in Vedfiuta. 

Topic 3: Urohnian capnitahle only through 
the tcripturct. 

5uwi(h«w^h ^ II 

'Ibc scripture being the means of 
right knowledge. 

*3. The scriptures (alone) being the 
means of right knowledge (witn r^ard to 
Brahman, the proposition laid in Sutra 2 
1)ecome8 corroborate). 

This Sutra makes the idsa expressed in Sutm 
2 clearer. If any doubt has been loft regarding 
the fact that Brahman as the origin etc, of the 

• This Sutra can aUo be inurpratad ia anotbar wav. 
It ba* b«ca Mid in Sutra 2 that Brabnan, which is tba 
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world U eeUblisbed by scriptural aathoritj and. 
not by inference etc. independently of it, tbU' 
Sutra makes it clear that SrutU alone are proof 
about Brabman. 

Ob;«cttofv: Brahman ia an already exiiting 
thinff like a pot, ud ao It can be known by other 
means of right knowledge independently of the 
toripturee. 

Afwwer: Brahman has no form etc. and so 
cannot be cognised by direct perception. Again 
in' the absence of inseparable cbaraoteristice, os- 
emoke is of fire, It cannot be eetabliahed by 
inference or analogy (TJpamlna). Therefore, Ik 
csin be known only through the ecripturee. The- 
ecriptnres themselree say, “One who ia ignorant 
of the scriptoree cannot know that Bralunan". 
No donbt, as alrettdy referred to in the preribus 
Sntra, these means of right knowledge also have- 
a scope, but it is only after Brahman is establish¬ 
ed by the scriptures—as supplementary to them- 
and not independent of them. 

csusc of thii ntitifold umvorsc. ^mutt nstursllr.b* omnt- 
•d«nt. Ibis Sutra cembocstes ia lothstcsM It would 
read i “(Tbs oonitdseoe sod omnipotsoes of Bcabasn 
follow from Its) bsioi tbs lourcs of Che tatipeurss.** Tbs 
•cripcorss dsclsts thst tbs Lord Hlmscti btssthed fesda 
tbs Vedsiy So He who hss produced these tetipturee- 
coateioini such stupeadous knowledfe ceoaot but be 
•mnisdene Sod oanipoteot 



32 


BRAHMA-SUntAS 


[1.1.4 


Tofic 4:. Btdhman the main purport of 
all VoiUnta UsU. 

II V II 

R^Tbit 9 but becauMs It i« tin maia 

purport 

4. But that (Brahman is to be known 
■only from the scripturee and not independ-. 
•ently by any other means is established) 
because It is the main purport (of all 
VedAnta tests). 

Objoctii/n bg Purta iiitnSnuabati Tko 
Wdfinta tuta <lo uut refer to Brahman. The 
Vediie cannot posaibly aim at giTin^ iufonnatton 
xegartliug such Ml(*«stablish*d, already esisiiujj: 
ebjecia like Brahman, which oau be known 
through other souroee. They generally gxTe in* 
formatilHi only about objects that cannot b« 
known through other means of right knowledge, 
‘and about the menus to attain such objects. 
Again Brahman, which is oar own Self, can 
neither be desired uor shunned and as such cannot 
be an object of human effort. So a mere state* 
ment of fact about an existing object like. 
Brahman, incapable of being desired or shunned 
and therefore useless, wonid make the acripturee 
..purposeless. 

Vedio passages have a meaning only in so far 
os they are related to some action. So the 
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V«dSiits texts, to have a meaning, mnst b« eo 
construed as to be connected with action (ritosJs;, 
AS supplementing them with some necessary in- 
lutmation. The texts dealing with the individual 
soul in the Vedfintn, therefore, i«(er to the agent; 
those dealing with Brahman refer to the Peitiee; 
and those dealing with creation refer to epiritual 
practices {Stdhanfia). In that cats, being supple¬ 
mentary to action, the Vedfinta texts will have a 
purpose. But if they are token to refer to 
Brahman only, they srili be meaningless, ins#- 
innch as they will not be helpful to any action. 

Ak^cv: The word but in the Sntra retutee 
tAI these objections. The VedfintA texts refsr to 
Brahman only, for all of them have Brahman far 
their lusin topic. I'he main puri>ort of a treatise 
is gatberad from the following chancterislice: 
<1) Beginning and coucUuion, ('.fl reiwtition 
<(3) uuiqnenesH of subject-matter, (41 fruit or result 
(6) praise, and (C) reasoning. These six help 
to arrive at the real aim or purport of any work. 
In chapter six of the Chhfindogya Upanishad, 
ior example, Braliman is the main purport of all 
the paragraphs; for all these six characteristicM 
point to Bremen. It begins, “This universe, my 
boy, was but ths Real (Sat), in the begining’' 
<Chh. 6.2.1), and concludes by ssying, “In it all 
that exists has its self. It is true. It is ths 
Self’ (Ibid. 6.1d.2)-~ which also refers to the Sift 
or Brahman. In the frequent repetition, “Thou 
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Art Th»t, 0 SreUketD", the same BrakraaQ 
rtferred to. Tlie uniqueaeaa o( Brahman is quits 
apparant, as It cannot bs realised either by direct 
perception or inference iu the absence of form etc. 
and ^aracteristica reepectiTely. Reasoning also 
has been adopted by the acripturee here by citing 
the example of .clay to elucidate their point. As 
different objects are made oat of clay, so are all 
thing* created from thie Brahman, llie descrip¬ 
tion of the origin of the nuTerse from Brahman, 
and of ite sustenance by and reobeorption in It ia 
by way of praise (Artharlda). The result or fruit 
(Phs)a) is also mentioned, vi*., that through the 
knowledge of Brahman ererything else is known. 
Whan we realise Brahman the univeraal Reality, 
we know all the porticulara inroWed in It. So all 
these six characteristics go to show that the main 
topic of the Vedlnta texts, as cited above, is 
Braliman. 

Again, these te.xts rannot be made to refer to 
the agent etc., for they are treated in quite a' 
different section from the Karmakinda. Neither 
are the texts nselees, for from the comprehension 
of these texts results Liberation, without any 
reference to action on the part of the person, even 
as a mere statement that it is a rope end not a 
snake helps to destroy one's illusion. A mere 
intellectual grasp of the texts, however, will not 
help the person to ntiain Liberation; actual 
realisatioB is whnt is meant here. 
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ObjectioH : Tka scriptum liaTe a purpose in 
•o far ns thej lay down injunctions for man. They 
either induce him to or prohibit him from some 
action. The very meaning of the word 'SSstra’ ia 
tiiis. Even the VedSnta texts are related to in* 
junctions and thus have a purpose. For though 
they have Brahman for their main purport, y«t 
they do not end there, but after describing the 
nature of Brahman they enjoin on man to resdise 
Brahman through intuition. “The Self ia to he 
realised—to be heard of, thought about, and 
meditated upon”—in paasagea like thia the scrip* 
turea, after enjoining on mao to be oonversani 
first with the nature of Brahman, further enjoin 
thinking and meditatiou on the meaning of those 
posesgee for the attainment of direct experience. 
Thus they formualte injunctions with regard to 
the knowledge of Brahmau. 

Atuv4f: “He who knows the Supreme 
Brahman beoomee Brahman indeed” (Mu. 3. 2. 9) 
—texta like thin show that to know Brahman ia to 
becoma Brahman. Bui nnoe Brahman ia na 
already exiating entity, we cannot aay that to 
know Brahman involvea an aot, like a ritualixtio 
act, having for iia resnlt Brahman. When igno* 
ranee ia removed Brahman manifests Iteeli. even 
aa when the illusion of the snake ia removed the 
rope manifests Itself. Here the fope is net the 
creation of any act. The identity of the iadlvi* 
dual soul end Brahmau set ferth in texts like. 
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VI am Bnkmaa” (Brill. 1. 4. 10), i» uot a fancy 
<ir imagination, but an actuality, and iberofore 
difKra from meditation and devout trorabip aa 
preacribed by the ecripturea in texta like, “One 
abould meditate on the mind aa Brahman", and 
'^he Snu ie Brabman'' (Cbb. 3. 18. 1; 3. 19. 1). 
*fb« knowledge of Brahman, thereiM*, doea not 
•depend on human endeavour, and hence it ia, im^ 
jMaoibla to ounnnei Brabmau or the knowledge of 
It with any action. Ifeither can Brahman be aaid] 
to be tbo abjtwt of the act of knowing; for there 
nre texta lilm, "It ia different from the known., 
egiiin It u beyond the unknown" (Ken. 1. 4), end 
‘'Through what, U Muitreyi, unu the knower b«. 
9uio«nf" (Brih. 2. 4. 14). in the eame way 
Bvabioan. is denied as an object of devout worship 
^pSsanS)—"Enow that alone to be Brahman, uot 
that which people adore here" (Kou. 1. 6). The 
-scriptures, ^erefort, nsrsr describe Brahmau as 
dhii Ur that, but only uegikte msuifcddnees which is. 
-false, in texts like, "There is no munifoldneoa in 
It" (Eath. 2. 4. 11), and "He who sees dianifcdd> 
neSe in It goes from death to death" (Eath. 
2. 4. W). 

Moreover, the- result of aetiooi is either crea- 
tioD, modification, purifiootioh or attsdoment. 
TfiOu of these is appUcabIs to thw knowledge of 
Bremen, which ia the same thing as Lifaenntion. 
If Liberation were created or modified, it would 
floot be permanent, and no'school of I>hzloe<lphera id 
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jtraphml tu accept suck a contiogency. Sine* 
Brohrauu U oui* Inner Self, vrt cannot attain it by 
any action, ns a village is attained by our act of 
going. Ifor is there any i-ooin for a purificatory 
.oereinony in the etorually pnre Self. 

Knowledge itaelf, again, cannot be said to be 
AO activity of the mind. Au action depends upon 
Jiunuin endeavour and ia not bound up with the 
jiature of things, ft can either be done, or not 
,donn or modified by the agent. Knowledge, on the 
other hand, does not depeiid upon human noUojia, 
but on the thing itaelf. It is the reault of the right 
jneaiui, having for iu objects existing things. 
iKnowIedgv van therefore neither be made, nor not 
mode, nor modified. AltJiough inentul, it differa 
■from such meditutious lis “Man is fire, O 
•Gautama”, ‘‘Wotnnn is fire”, etc. (Chh. 5. 7. 1; 
A. S. 1). 

Thus Brahman or the knowledge of Brahman 
(being in no way connected with action, injnno* 
.Gone have no place arith regard' to It. Therefore 
dexts like, “The Atman ia to be realised” etc., 
.though imperative in character, • do not lay dora 
«iiy injnuction, but are intended to turn the mind 
«f the aspirant from thiuga external, which keep 
one bound to this relative existence, and direct it 
inwards. Further it ia not true that the acripturhi 
•can have a purpose if only they enjoin or 
prohibit some action, for even by describing axittl^ 
aiig things -they serve a useful purpose, if tfasr^iy 
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ihts conduce io the wetUbeui^ of uien, and whnt 
can do this better than the knowledge of Brahman, 
which reaulte in IdberatiouP The comprehenaiou 
of Brahman inelndee hearing, reaeoning, ami 
meditation. Mere hearing doea not reanlt in full 
oomprehenuon or realization of Brahman. Beaeon* 
ing and meditation are aiao auhearrienV to that full 
comprehenaion. Hence it cannot he Mid that thep 
are enjoined. If after fuU oomprahenaion 
Brahman was found to he related to aome injunc¬ 
tion, then onJp it oould be Mid to he supple- 
mentarp to action. 

So Brahman is in no wap connected with 
action. AH the Vedinta texts deal with an 
indepandent topic, which is Brahman, and these 
texta are the oafy proof of this Brahman, aa it i» 
not posaihle to know It through asp other source. 

So far it has been shown in the prerioua Sutma 
that all the VedSmta texts refer axohiMTelp to 
Brahman without anp connection wbateoever with 
action, and that Brahmau ia the omniacient, omni¬ 
potent cause of the origin etc. of this uniaeree. 
Here the Sdnkhpas raiM an objection: The 
Veddnta texts a^ut creation do not refer to 
Brahman but to the unintelligent PradhSna made 
up of the three Gunas (eonstitueata)—Satten, 
Rajas, and Tamas, i^a the First O^e. Th» 
Pradhkna is omnipotent with respect to ita effects. 
Again the PradhSna haa Sattra for one of its oom- 
ponents, of which, according to Smriti (OUa 
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14. XT), knowled^ is au attiibute. Therefore tbe 
Friklhiua can fifpiratiTaly be said to be omni« 
aciant, bocaaso of its capacity for all knowledse. 
To Dralunan, on tha other hand, which is isolated 
and pure intelligence itsalf, you cannot ascribe all- 
kitowiugneas . or iiartial-knovrledgo. ktoreorer, as 
the Pradhana has three components, it leems 
reasonable that it alone is oapnble of undergoing 
aodifioations, like clay, into raripus objects of 
name and form, and not Brahman, which is un* 
compounded, homogeneous and onohangeahlc. 
lioruorer, the First Cause is an already existing 
entity and so can be established by inference from 
its effects and even the sci-iptures recommend 
inference of the cause from the effect. So what the 
Vedlntn texts about creation soy with respect to 
the First Cause holds good, and more aptly so, in 
the case of the Pradbfina, and therefore it is the 
First Cause refeired to by the sciiptuies. 

Tojnc 6: Tha Ftrtl Cnitsc an int*lliffent 

principle. • 

Kutros &>11 refute these arguments of the 
.SSnkhyas and establish Brahmen ps the First 
•Cause. The diaensaion mainly refers to the sixth 
ehapter of the Chbandogya TTpamshad. 

H ^ II 

On aneonut of thinking (scriag) •! is not 
’SRIHR not based on the scriptnrea. 
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6. On accoant of thinking (being attri¬ 
buted to the First Cause tbe scriptures^ 
the Pradh&na) is not (the first Cause refer¬ 
red to by them): (Pradhana) is not based' 
on the acriptures. 

Tlt« First Cbiimi u mid, iu tiie fcriptures, to* 
hsTs mlled ur Uivu^lit before ci:eAtioiL. “TKte- 
naiv^nte, uiy deur, wm but the Beel (Set) ja thu 
bejrinuinjr—One onlj withotU e lecond. It* 
tbuu|{bt, ‘maj I be mm;, me; I frruw!' and It 
pfojmied fire” (Cbh. 0. *2. 2-0), “It (the Atmna) 
willed, ‘J/et we ptxiject world*!* Ku It projected* 
thwe world*'’ (Ait. 1. 1. 1'2). Such thiBlcini; or 
willing in not pouible to the iumntient FifidhSiiu. 
It is poeeible only it the Fint Cuu»e i« nn intellU 
gent principle like Brahwan. 

The aU'knowingneea ettrilnited to the Pra- 
dhdna bacnose of ita Sottra otanponeut ie ikadmis- 
lible. a« Satira it not predotninoai in the 
PrndbSnn, linoe all the three Ouno* are in a *ta{«- 
of equitibriura. If in *i>ite of this it i* mid to be 
capable of producing knnwle<lg«, tlien the other 
two fhina* muet be eqnelly onpable of retarding 
knowledge. So while Snth-n will make it all- 
knowing, Baja* and Teina* will make it partly 
knowing, which ie a contradiction. 

That nll-knowiognjeM and creation are not 
poMible to Brahman, which ie pure intelligence' 
itself and unchangeable, te also sot true. For 
Brahman can be oU-knowiag and creatlee ikirouglk 





1.1.6] 


BRAH^U>SU7nAS 


it 


USyS. So Brahmiin, the Sat of the text quoted,* 
vbich thought, it the Pint Caute. 

The SInkhyas again try to avoid the diffi> 
culty created by thinking being attribttte<1 to the 
Pirtt Cause thus: In the same text quoteil above 
it it said further on, *‘That fire thought, ‘may I 
bo many, may I grow!' and it projected water 
. . . . Water thought, ... it projected earth*'' 
(Chh. 6. 2. 3*4). Here fire and water ore material 
thinga, and yet thinking U attributed to them. 
Similarly the thinking by the Sat (Beal), in the. 
text originally quoted, can alto be taken figurat* 
ively, in which cate the Pradhfina, though in- 
•entiont, can yet be the Piret Cause. 

ThU argUTuunt the following Sutra rafutea. 

jfNro , II ^ II 

eeoondary (figumtivc) ^ if (it bo aald) K 
not etgintepTl^bcciiiine of the word 'Self' (Atman). 

6. If it be said (that ‘thinking’) ia 
used in a secondary sense (with regard to Sat); 
(we say) not so, because of word ‘Self’ (by 
which the First Cause is referred to in tho 
scriptum). 

The Sat (Beal) of .the text cited in the 
previoQt Sutra after creating fire, water, etc, 
thought) "Let me now enter into these threw 
aa this living self (Jiva) and evolve names and 
fprtna" (Cldi. 6. 3. 2.). The Sat, the First Caufk« 
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r«f«rs to intelligent principle, the Jim, u ite 
eelf. The ineentient Pndhinn cannot refer to an 
intelligent principle like the Jira as its self or ae 
its own naiare. 

The Stnkhyss again try to ward off this 
objection by saying that the word ‘Self* '(Atman) 
is equally need to refer to intelligent and non* 
intelligent things, as, for example, in exprea- 
sioni like BhutAtind (the self of the eleihentk), 
Tadriyitml (the self of the senses), etc., and so 
can be used in connection with the Pradhfina also. 

The next Sutra refutes this argument. 

dftivjw vs )i 

To one who is devoted to that (Sat) 
beoausa Liberation is deolsred. . 

7. (That Fradh&na cannot be deeig- 
dUed the word ‘Self’ is established) be¬ 
cause Liberation is declared to one who is 
devoted to that Sat (the First Cause). 

Ths sixth chapter of the Chhindogya 
Vpnoishad ends by instructing Svetaketu thus: 
"Thou art that.” An intelligent being such ns 
Svetaketu cannot be identified with the ineentient 
Prsdhfina. hforeover, in eection 14, paragraphe 
^ of this chapter, liberation is said to result to 
one who is devoted to this Sat» and it - oaanot 
result from meditation on the insentisnt Pra- 
dhSna. For three reasons, given in the previous 
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Sutra aud in tlu«, the Sat.’ the Firet Cause, 
^099 not refer to the PradhSna htWi to an intelU- 
.gent principle. 

II C II 

VlilWWil . Fituewt to bn abaiMloiinl uot boing 
biated (by the scri|»tiiro« ) ^ and. 

8. And because it is not stated (by 
ihe scriptures) that It (Sat) has to 
abandoned, (Pradh&na cannot be denoted 
.by the word *Sat‘). 

If the intention of the acripiuree had been u> 
take the aipirant etep by etep from groaser to 
subtler truths till finally the real nature of the 
Atzn-‘tu ira* presented to him, and for this purpoM 
.they had referred to the Pradhina—denoted by 
the word ‘8at' according to the SInkhyas—as the' 
Self, then there would huve been later on a state- 
jnent to the effect thot this .Pradhina must U 
dropped, for it was not the i-eol Self. But there is 
no such etatemeut in the texts in question. On 
the oontrary, the whole chapter of the ChhSn* 
dogya TJpanishad, in which the texts occur, deels 
with the Self as nothing but that Sat. Horeorer, 
•this chapter begins with the quostioo, “Whet is 
•that which being known erorything is known?” 
Xow if the Pradhina were the First Cause, then 
rby knowing it ©Tcrything would be known, which 
lie not n fact. Xho enjoyer (Puruaha), which is 
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dUfdKnt from it, not being u product of tb» 
PrarlbSna like the objects of enjoyment, oannot 
be known by knowing tbe Pradb&nR. Tbereforu 
the Pradlilun is not the First Cnnse, knowing 
which ererythiuff is known, ncoording to tbl^ 
Boriptnres. Such ft view will contoidict . the 
premise. 

II’Ml 

WVWHf Oh sooniint nf roMivitig or mergiag in 
one’s own Self. 

9. On account of (the individual 80 ull> 
jnemoe in its own Self (or 'the universal 
Self referred to as the Sat, in deep sleep, 
the Pradb&na cannot be denoted by the 
word ‘Self'). 

’‘When ft man is said to be thus asleep, be is 
uaTteid wi& the Sat, mj child—^he merges in his‘ 
own 9«lf” (Cbh. 6. 8. 1). Here it is tsoght that 
the indiriduft] soul merges in the Sat, and as it is 
impoicible for tbe intelligent sonl to merge in the- 
msentient Pradhjua, tbe latter cannot be the- 
Krat Cause denoted by the word 'Sat’ in the text. 

II II 

'l[dtlWJ*4W On accmiiit of the umforndly of wrws. 

10. Because (all the Veddnta texU) 
uniformly refer to (an intelligent prhiciple' 





BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


49- 


as the First Caxiae, Brahman is to be takeni 
as that Cause). 

See Cbk. 7. 2G. 1, Pr. 3. 3, Taitt. 2. 1, etc. 
The ecriptures tkenieelvM aay. "Whom all the 
Vcdae proeloire" (Kath. i. 3. 13). 

n tl 

tsamff Urtiig dcehirncl bf the Vedaa ^ abto, 

11 . (The all-knowing Brahman alone- 
is the First Cause of this world) becauee- 
(it is 80 known directly) from the Vedas- 
also. 

"H« i> the CuuM, ilie Txtrd of the ntler of 
the aense orffuna (Jirltman) ami hat neither 
parent nor Lord'* (Svet. 6. —where 'He' refen- 
to the all-knowing Lord dwicribed in tlint rhapter. 

Therefore it it eatablitlie^l that the oinni- 
aeient, omnipotent Brahman ia the Tint Csni*- 
and not the iotenueut Pradhdna or anything elae. 

From Sutra 12 oiiwarda till praotically the 
end of the first chapter a new topic ia taken np 
for discnmon, rtr., whether certain terma fonocT 
in the Upaniahods are UMd in their i^inary 
eentee or at referring to Brahman. Again tho 
Upaniahada apeak of two types of Brehmao, the 
Nirgt^n or Brahman without ottributee and the 
Sagnofi or Brahman with attributes. It ia the 
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Uttar which it within the doniaia of Nescience 
sod is the object of meditation (Cplsanl), which 
is oi different kinds yielding different results; 
white the Nirgnun Brahmen, which is free from 
all imsiginary limiting adjuncts of the other type 
is the object of Knowledge. Meditation on the 
Sagnna Brahman cannot leed to immediate Libe* 
ration. It can at best lead to gradual Liberation 
<Krama>Knkti). The knowledge of the Niignna 
Brahman alone leads to immediate Liberation. 
Now in many places in the TTpanishAds Brahman 
is described apparently with qualifying adjunote; 
yet the scriptures eay that the knowledge of that 
Brahman leads to immediate Liberation. If 
Brahman is worshipped as limited by those 
adjuncts, it cannot lead to such Liberation. But 
if these qualifying adjuncts are regarded aa not 
twiBg ultimately aimed at by the Sruti, but used 
merefy as indicatiTe of Brahman, then these rery 
texts would refer to the Nirguns Brahman and 
Liberation would be the immediate result of 
knowing that Brahman. So by reasoning we hare 
to arrive at a conclnrion as to the true signiffcanoe 
of these texts, which obrioosly have a doubtful 
import. 

The issue of the Saguna and Nirguna 
Brahman as shown above is not, however, kept up 
all through, for in many places it is not between 
them but between tbe Sagnna Brahman and the 
individnal soul or something else. 
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Tfpic $: CtmtierninQ “the comiftiHg of 
hlm’\ 

“The SoU conwitiRg of blws’'•Miwra, 
bcoRuac of t)io repetition. 

12. (In the paasa^) “The Self con- 
sieting of bliss" etc. ^rahman, which is-- 
spoken of as the tail, is put forward as aQ< 
independent entity and not as something 
subordinate to Anandamaya, the Sdbf con¬ 
sisting of blias) on account of the repetition 
(of Brahman as the main topic in many 
passages of that chapter). 

In topic 6 the word * thinking* attributed to* 
the yirst Cause is interpreted jo its direct mum,. 
thus establishiug the iuteUigeni principle 
Brahman as the First Cause, and the figurative 
meaning, which would have established the- 
PradhS^, is thrown out as being douAtful. Bnt 
here such a thing, that is the establishing of 
Brahman, is impuaaible, fur the terms deuoting- 
parts allow no rouui for doubt, thus making it 
impossible to interpret the texts as referring to' 
Braliman. 1'his ('oonects the present topic with 
the last one by wny of objection. 

The passage in question is: “Different from 
this self, whirl) consists of nnderstandiug 
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(Vijuiustuaya), i« the inner eelf which cousiate of 
hliss .... Joy is Uie hea<l, satiafaction u ita right 
wing, rapture ia its left wing, bliaa its trouJc, 
JJrahmon is the toil, the support*’ [Taitt. 2. 6). 
The Sutih nys that here hnxhuiau, which is 
.spoheu uf as the tail, is tnwted us on independent 
•entity and is not to be taken as a part of “the self 
.consistixig uf bliss,'' fur 'tail' hen does not mean 
>Um limb, iu whiuh sense it is geueruUy used, but 
the support uf the indiviiloul wul nmde up of 
“the eeU cuusistsug of bliss”, ns Jhahuiau is the 
subslntluai ui the iiuegiuary iudiridual soul. 
This cuuclusiuu is arri>'nl ut, because Itrahiuun 
writhoQt any limiting adjuncu whutsoerer is again 
.and again reiteratml iu these Tnittiriya texts. 

{Sutraa 12*19 un interpreted by the Vritti* 
.kira (who is probably Vpavorsha) aa follows: Tbv 
TaTltlriya Upanishad S. 1-4 after enumerating 
fhs selvse consisting of food, tIUI force, 
.ntind, and understanding^ speaks of'"the self 
•onniistiug of blies’' in the passage quoted above. 
(Toitt. 2. •>). The question is whether this refers 
ito the individual soul or Bruhmnn. The opponent 
holds that it refen to the ikhllvidual soul, bocauso 
the word * 'Anandathaya' denotes & modification 
.and therefore cannot refer to Brahnulu, which is 
tmcliongeable. Muieorer, five different partk are 
•enuniemted of this Anonduniaya, the self oon* 
sisting of bliss; this is not possible in the oaae of 
Brahman, which is without parts. Sutrsa 12-19. 
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.tkoconliog to this interpretotioo, maintain tliat 
‘Anau<loina,va', tlie sail couaisting of bliaa, rafara 
to Brahmau ou account of the i-ei>atition of tha 
n'tinl ‘Auandamayn’ in thaau Taittiriya testa. 
Bepetitiou liaa already been aaid to be one of the 
.clinracteriatica by wbicb the aubject'inattar of a 
IMAMge is nscertainad. Brahmau, again, has 
lH>eu proved to be the main topic of the VedSuta 
.testa (Cli. 1, 8ec. 1, Sutra 4). Therefore 

'AuHndauiuya’ refers to Brahmau. MoreoveE, 

the opauiug words of the second chapter oi the 
Tailtiriya Upaniahad, "Truth, .Knowledge, 
Infinity is Bnihiuaji" (Tuitt. 2. 1), and tests. lihoL 
"He projected all this" {Taitt. 2. 6), make it 
'(dear that Khtbitiun U the topic. The termination 
'mayat' ia also not out of ploue iu Brahmau, foi*' 
it is used here to denote an ahiiudHure of Mins. 
The possession of n hcaly hn\-iiig parb is also 
siscribed to It, only heenuse of the iinmadiately 
preceding limiting condition,'eir., the self consist^ 
ing of understanding and does not really belong to 
It. Hence "the self consisting of hlisiv" is ■ the 
highest Brahmau. 

Sanlcnru objects to this- interpretation of tli» 
Sutras and says that Anandamaya cannot be tbs 
highest Brahmau. First of all, there is no justi* 
ficatiou, for suddenly changing the interpretation 
of the affix ‘mayat’ from medd/ieati^ in the case 
•cf Vijndnamaya, Pranomoya, etc. in the preceding 
fMasages ta ehanJoMce in the case of Anondanaynt 
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«o ci« to m»ke this word refer to Brfth>na». 
Again the rery idea of preponderaoee or ahuod- 
ance of bliss suggests that there is also iniserT in 
it, however slight. Such an idea with respect to 
Binhinas is absurd. $o Sankara replaces this 
interprstatieiii of the Strtras, which Anandagirt 
attributes to the VrittikSra, by another, which we 
have reproduced above.] 


^ Rmk.H U II 


Ou account of a woixl ( ‘tail* ) deno¬ 
ting part ^ iit not ^ ^ if it lu> said R not so 
on a<vxtunt of Hbrnrciaiicc- (of terms denot- 
toe parts). 


13. If it be said '(that Brahman) is 
Dot (spoken of as an inoe^ndent entity in 
the parage) on account oi a word ('tail') 
denoting part, (we reply) not so, on account 
of abundance (of terms denoting parts). 


Owing to the abundance of phraseology de¬ 
noting parts or limbs in the Taittiriyu tests 2.1*5, 
Brahman is designated as the toil just to keep up 
the foregoing imagery; but it is not intended to 
convey the idea that Brabman is actually a part 
or member of '‘the self consisting of bliss”. The- 
object of the scripturi's is to teach the knowledge 
of the real Self. If the “self consisting of bliss** 
were the real Self, the scriptures would refer tv 
this in the concluding toxto, but as a matter of. 
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(act they do not; on the other hand they refer to 
the Nirguna Brahman, which ie therefore the rent 
cabjoct-matter. Brahman’e being the. tail means, 
not that It is a part, bnt that It ie the main eup> 
port or abode of ererything. 

11 

Becanse (It) is dechireU to be the 
cause of it R and. 

14. And because (Brahman) is declared 
to be the cause of it (the self consisting of 
bliss, Brahman cannot be taken as a part 
of it.) 

Brahmen is the oause of everything, even of 
“the eelf consisting of bliss", as also of the four 
earlier named ones, xii., the self coneisting of 
food, vital force, mind, and understanding. “He 
projected all this whatever there is" (Taitt. 2. 6). 
The cause cannot be a part of the effect. 


which has been referred to in 
the Mantra portion the very eiune R moreover 
is snog. 


16. Moreover that very Brahman 
which has been referred to in the. - Mantra 
potion is sung (in this Br&hmana passage 
as tail). - s 

■ 8744 
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The eece&d chapter of the TaiUarija Upa- 
aisbad be^ina, '‘He who knows Brahman attains 
the Highest .... Brahman is Truth, Knowledge 
and Infinity." 'lilts rery Brahman is finally 
declared to be the tail. Otherwise there would be 
a contradiction between the Mantra and BrShmana 
pwtioDS, which cannot be, for the Br&hmanas 
only explain what the Mantras declare. Therefore 
Brahman is the primary 6ubject>matter and is not 
treated as a part of ‘‘the sell consisting of bliss." 

ii 

9 not the other (diva) «^n^:on account 
of impowibility. 

16. (Brahman and) not the other (tbe 
individual soul, is meant here) on account of 
the impossibility (of that assumption). 

He who is referred to In the passage, "The 
•elf consisting of bliss" etc. is said to be the 
creator cf eTerything*. "He projected all this 
whatever there is" (Taitt. 2. 6). This the indivi* 
dual soul cannot possibly do and so is not referred 
to in the passage, "The self oonsisting of bliss" 
etc. 

II II 

On account of the declaration of 
difference ^ and. 

17. And on account of tbe declaraticm 
of difference (between the two; the one 


V 
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referred to ia the passage. '*Tbe self con* 
sisting of bliss” etc. and the indmdual soul, 
the latter cannot be the one referred to in 
the passage). 

That which ia refaned to in the pauajfe, "The 
self couaitting of bliaa” etc. ia aaid to he of the 
eaaouce of flavour, nttaining which the individuat 
coul ia bliaaful. "It (That which ia referred to in 
4he .paeeage, "The self conaiating of bliaa" etc.) ia 
flavour; onlj after attaining (thia eaaence of) 
flavour ia this (soul) bliaaful’’ (Taitt. 2. 7). I7ow 
-that which is attained and the attainer cannot be 
«he same. So the individual soul ta not cefarrod 
to in that passage under discussion. 

ii 

VRTRI^On account of the word 'blias’. litcnillj 
‘dewre’. (denoting Brahman) 9 and Slfl'tlHAhll 
'(Anandamara also) cannot b« inferred as 
Brahman. ^ 

18. And on account of the word ‘bliss’, 
literally ‘desire*, (referring to Brahman), 
•{you) cannot infer (Anandamaya is also 
'Brahman, since the suffix ‘mayat’ is used to 
^denote m^ification). 

In the acripturea the word 'hli«’ ia often used 
tfor Brahman; from thia we cannot inter that 
Anandamaya, the eelf conaiating of bliee, ia also 
Brahman, for the eufiix ‘mayat’ shows that ii ia 
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a modification. This acts aside the whole of the 
isterpretatioo of the Trittikfini mentioned unden 
Sntra 12. 

^ ?rT% II 11 
(hRH'T In (his ^ its (the ^ also 

mergenoo as that tcacltea. 

19. (The Vedas) also teach of its (the 
Jitra’s) be^minw (on the dawning of Know* 
ledge) one with this (referred to in the 
passage under discussion). 

Since (he individu.*!! soul, on the dawning of 
Knowledge, becomee one with that which U 
referred to in the passage under discOMioft, the 
latter must be Brahman. 

Hence '^the self conaisting of blisa” U in no 
wa 7 the principal t<q}ie of these texts. It ie 
Btahbnaa which ie the support of everything that 
is dealt with as an independent entity in the 
(exU. 

Topic 7: The porum in the xim and the 
eye is iHrahman. 

•RT* M'Uhin beoanse Its cbaraclena- 

tics arc mentioned. 


mm 


rinw 


eye is Brahman), because fta f^araeteristies 
are mentioned (therein). 
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“Kovr that golden person who is seen within 
the sun, with a golden benrd and golden hair*. . . 
as named Ut, for he has risen (ndita) abov« nil 
^viU . . . Rik and Slman are his joints . . . He 
is the lord of the worlds bejond the sun and of all 
objects' desired by the gods’* (Chh. 1. 6. 6.8). 
"Now the person who is seen in the eye ii Rik; he 
d* SSman, Vktha, Yajva, Brahviaik. The form of 
that person in the eye is the same as that of the 
other (the person in the sun), the joints of the one 
are the joints of the other, the name of the one is 
the name of the other . . . He is the lord of the 
world beneath the body and of all objects deeired 
by men" (Chh. 1. 7. 8.8). In the last topic, in 
epite of things to the coutrfU 7 . the eery fact of 
the repetiticm of Brahman in the texts helped ns 
to urrive at the conclusion that Brahman was the 
topic of those texts, following the same argu- 
tment, the repetition of abode, form, limitations, 
etc., in the texts cited ought to make some indiTi- 
<dual soul which has attained to that eminence of 
being the presiding deity of the solar orb, and not 
Brahman, the topic of these texts—this is the 
objection. 

The Sutra refutes this and says that the 
persfiU spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its 
charactonstice—each as ^ing above all evils,, 
being the self of everythingylike Bik, Yajas. 
f'Sman (these few being mentioned only by way of 
oxample), and his being the lord of the worlds 


w • 


BRA^ftU-SUTRAS 


11.1.21 


beyotkd the sun and »l»o of the worlds heneath the 
body—are mentioned. The mention of a parti* 
oular abode, vis., the son, and the eye, of form, &» 
bavintf a beard,’ and bein^: golden in. colour, and 
of a limitation of powers is only for the purpose of 
. meditation (UpssanS). The Higheat Lo^ may, 
in order to gratify His devout worshippers, assume 
through MSyS any form He likes. It is for the 
convenience of meditation that tbeae limitations 
are imagined in Brahman, which otherwise, in Its 
true nature, is beyond them. 





: II II 


Oft account of a diatlnctioo being 
made ^ also epsp is different. 

21. Also on account of a distinction 
being made (in another text between the two,, i 
'i.e., the person in the aun and the indivl* !: 
dual sonl animating the sun) (the Lord) i» ' 
different (from the latter). t 

*‘Ho who divellg in the sun and is within the *' 
sun, w/jom the sun dote not ^note, whose body ths 
ran is and who rules the sun from within, is thy* a 
-.S elf, the ruler within, the inuncataV' (Brih. 3. T. 
9)—this text clearly shows that the Highest Lord 
is within the sun i^d yet different from the indiri- 
dual soul identifying itself with the ran. This 
-fconfiriDS the view expressed in the last Sutn. 
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Topic 8: The vord 'Altoia' {ether} 
to be underslcpd at Brahman, 

la the last topic the characteristics like 
‘‘being above all evil”, etc., being of doubtfnl 
import were made to refer to Brahman and not to 
the deity of the tolar orb and accordingly the 
mention of form, etc., were interpreted to be 
imagined in Brahman for the take of meditation. 
Bat now the characferittics mentioned in the text 
that are taken np for ditcasaion are not of 
doabtful import but refer clearly to elemental 
ether, so how will yon interpret them texts— 
seems to be the view of the objector. 



•II%W. (The word) Alta«a fliintl^oa account of 
the characteristic marks of that (Brahman). 

22. (The word) Ak&sa (ether) (i» 
Brahnuta) on account of the characteristio 
marks of That («.«., Brahman) (being men¬ 
tioned). 

“ 'What is the goal of this worldf’ 'Ak2sa,' 
he replied. For all these beings take their rise 
from Akasa only and dissolve in it. Akisa is 
greater than theee. It is their nltimate goal. It 
indeed is the Supreme Udgitha .... He who 
knowing this as sneh meditates on the Supreme 
ITdgitha ..." (Chh. 1. 9. 1-2). Here ‘Akisa* 
refers to Brahman and not to the 'elemental AkSsa 
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(eUi«r), u the obar*ctariatic» of BrahmoD, namely, 
tbe ride of the entire creation from it and ite 
retnm to it at dieaoUtioD are mentioned. No 
doubt tbeee marke may alao refer to the ether, oa 
the ecripturea aay that from the ether i» produced 
air, from air fire, etc., and they return to the ether 
at the end of a cycle. But then the force of the 
words ‘all these' and ‘only* in the text quoted 
would be Inat. To preaerve it the text ahoidd be 
taken to refer to the fundamental cause of all, 
ancludiag the ether, which can be Brahman alone. 
The word ‘Ahasa* is also uaed for Brahman in 
other texts: "That which is called Ak2sa is the 
reresJer of all foma and names.'’ (Chb. 8. 14. 1). 
A^ain Brahman alone can be ‘ffreater than all’ 
and ‘their ultimAte goal’ as mentioned in th? text. 
In other scriptural' pasaage* libs, “Re is greater 
than the earth. He ia greater than the heavens" 
'(Cbh. 8. M. 3), “Brahman ia Knowledge and 
Bliaa. It ia the ultimate goal of him who mahea 
gifts" (Brib. 8. 9. 28>»theae qualities' of being 
greater and the ultimate goal of everything are 
mentioned, and therefore this interpi'etalion is 
juatified. Hence the Hdgitha in the text cited ia 
to bs usditated upon not as a syuiW of the ether 
hut of Brahman. 


s 


/ 
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Tofic 9: Th4 uord Pr&na to ho undtrttooi 
at BtahvuM. 

m tw RR: II II 

•RT For th« same rrMon 3]|«t: (the vord) 
iPrina (refers to Brahman). 

23. For the same reason (the word) 
■‘PrAna’ (also refers to Brahman). 

'Which U that deityP' ‘Prina,’ he said. 
.For all these beings merge in Prfina alone and 
-dram Prlna they eriee" (Chh. 1. 11. 4^). The 
■question is wheth^ Prasta'ra (a dieisum of 
■SSman) is a symbol of the vital force or Brsbmsu. 
Here Prina does not mean the vital force bet 
Brahman, in which eense it is used in texts like, 
“The Prlna of Prana*' (Brih. 4. 4. 18). Whyf 
Because the characteristic of Brahman, “All 
these beings merge in PrSna,’* etc. is mentioned. 
All the JivM merge in Prdna, and that is poesible 
.only if 'PrAna* is Brahman and not the vit^ force 
(the ordinary sente of the word), in which only 
:the senses get merged in deep slMp.. 

. Topic 20: The word ‘UglU' to.be und*rttoo4 
Of Brahman. 

In the two previous topibs,- on account of the 
;'charscteristics of Brahman being prceent in the 
-texts quoted, it was possible .to coaolttde that 
. IRrahttSgi woe referred to in them. The next 
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Satra takas ap for disctusioa a taxt which itsalf 
does Dot mentloD the characteristics of Brahman, 
b«it the text prior to it does. 

Light 4^*lll)npn^ on account of the men¬ 
tion of feet. 

24. (The word) ‘light’ (is Brahman) 
on account of the mention of feet (in a 
complimentary passage). 

“Ifow that light which shines ahore this 
hsaTcn, beyond all, . . , Let a man meditate on. 
this’’ etc. (Chh. 3. 13. 7). Here the question i» 
whether the meditation is to be on the light aa 
such or on Brahman. The Satra says that ’light' 
here does not *meaa physical light which helpa 
▼isioa, SQch as the sun, but Brahman, because 
< feet (quarters) are mentioned in a preceding text :i 
“This much is Its glory, greater than this ie the- 
Pnrusha. One foot of It is all bein^ while Its 
(remaining) three feet are immortal in heaven’'' 
(Chh. 3. 12. 6). The Brahman that has been so 
described in this passage is recognised in the one- 
iust quoted, where ’light’ ooonrs, because there 
also if is said to be connected with ‘heaven’. 
Brahman is the subiect^matter of not only the- 
previous texts, but also of the aubseqnent texts r 
for in tho soction immediately following thak 
which contains the passage under discussioi^ 
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(».«. in Chh. 8. 14) Brahman U alao Uw main topic. 

It ia therefore but reaeonabla to eay that the inter-. 
Teaing section (Chh. 3. 18) alao deals with 
Brahman. Hence ‘light’ here means Brahmau. 
The word ‘light’ can bo used for Biahman, which 
manifests the world even as light manifestn 
objects. The mention of limiting adjancts with 
respect to Brahman, denoted by the word ‘light’ 
la only for the sake of meditation. 

^^tsfwwiThe metre (Gayatri) being mentioned 
g is not it be said g no in that way 

%ats4sift*T>^W the application of the mind has been 
iucnlcated WI % for so it is seen «n other 

’texts). 

• ‘ 25 ’. n it be said (that Brahman is) 

not (referred to) on account of the metre 
(Gftyatri) being mentioned; (we reply) no. 
because in that way (i.a. bv means of the 
metre), the application of the mina (on 
Brahman) has Wn inculcated*, for so (♦.«. 
through the bplp of the modifications of 
Brahman) it is seen (in other texts). 

An objection is raised thst in the text “One 
foot of It is all bsiaga”, Brahman ia not referred 
to, bnt‘4he metre GS^tri, for the first paragraph 
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H}f th* preoediiig Motion of tbo same ITpantshad 
'begins witb, "Qljatri ia eTarytking, whatorer 
bare oxieto/’ ate. Therefore the feet referred to in 
the text cited in the last Sotra refer to this metre 
and not to Brahman. In reply it is said: Not 
so; lor the text, "QSyatri is all this" etc., tcachM 
that one should m^itate upon the Bmhmui 
-which is connected with this metre, V.e<:auee 
Brahman, being the 'cause of everything, is con* 
nectetl with that QSyatri also, and it u that 
BrahtDAn which is to be meditated upon. This 
interpretation would be in keeping with the other 
texts in the same section, e.p. "That which is that 
Brahman" (Ghh. 3. 12. 7) and aIm with "AU 
'this indeed is Brahman" (Chh. 3. 14. 1), where 
Brahman is the chief topic. Meditatipn on 
BrChmam thxongh Its modifications or effects is 
seen in other texts also. "Him the Babvrichas 
meditate upon in the great hymn" etc. XAit. 'Ar. 
-8. 2. 3. 12). Therefore Brahman is mesnt here, 
-amd not the metre Qlyatri. 



The reprmeoUtioD of beings etc. 
as feet is possible ^ also (Cn;. thus. 

26. Thus niao (we have to conclude, 
that Brahman is the topic of the pre- 
▼ioos passage, where Q&yatri occurs) 
1 )ecau8e (thus only) the representation of 
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the beings etc. as the feet (of G&yatri) is< 
poesible. 

The being*, earth, body, nod hnrt can be* 
ieet only of Brahman and not of QSyatri, the 
metre—a mere collection of eyllablee. See Ch. 
8. 12. 2-4. So by Qiyatri ie here meant Brahman 
as connected with the metre Olyatri. It is this 
Brahman so partioularised by 3ayatri that is said 
to be the self of all in the text, “tilyatri is every-' 
thing” etc. This same Brahman is again reeog-' 
nised as ‘light’ in Chh. 3. 13. 7. 

) "Ti H II• 

On MCCOQiit of the difference In 
speoiftcation *1 not ^ if it be said ^ no 
aWlfWd. in cither (de8cri|itlon) 

becaitse there is no contradiction. 

27. If it be said (that Brahman of the- 
G&yatri passage cannot be recognized in the 
passage dealing with ‘light’), on account of 
difference in specification, (we reply) no,, 
there being no contradiction in either (des¬ 
cription to such a recognitien). 

In the Glyatri passage haaven is specified as- 
the abode of 'Brahman, while in the other, 
Brahman is deschbod as existing above heavso.. 
How then can it be said that one and the sdnw 
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Krabman is referred to in both the puMgeef It 
can; there is no contradiction here, even as vhen 
we say, with reference to a bird perching on the 
't*^ of a tree, that it is perching on the tree, or 
t^t it is alktre the tree. The difference in the 
'Case-ending of the word ^ is no contradiction, 
since the locatiTe case is often nsetl in scriptural 
passages to expreu, aecondarily, the meaning of 
~tbe ablatire. 

Theiefore the word ‘light* has to be under- 
-stood as Brahman. 

Topic 111 Indro'i iiutrartum to PratarcfoiM. 

II 

m: Priua fPV (lUce) that sigwiW being so 
oompreheaded (hmn the texts). 

28. Pr&na is Brahmao, it being so 
•oomprehended (from the purport of the 
texts). 

In the prenoos topic the fact that Brahman's 
three feet (quarters) were spoken of in an earlier 
'tczt~hs being, in heaven helped us to recognise 
that the same Brahman is spoken of as the light 
alMce heaven. The connection with heaven 
he))**d us to this recognition. Now another text 
is taken up for discussion, in which there is no 
-such decisive factor. 
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lo the KavshiTaki Upaniahad there occurs* 
tbe tollowin^ conversation between Indra and 
Pratardsna, in which the latter ssts to Indra: 
“You youreelf chooee for me that boon which you 
deem moat beneficial to man.** Indra said, 
"Know me only, that ie what I deem moat bene¬ 
ficial to man.I am PrSna, the intelligent 

•elf (PrajnStuian), meditate on me as life, ae 
immortality. . . . And that PrSna is indeed the 
intelligent self, blessed, undecaying, immortal” 
(Kau. 3. 1-8). The question is .raised whether 
these passages refer to the god Indra, or the 
individual self, or the vital toroe, or Brahman. 
The decision is that as the characteristics of 
Drahman are more in evidence in these passages 
than those of the gorl Indra, individual soul, or 
the vital force (Prfina), therefore Brahman U 
referred to in these passages; hence PrSna here 
means Brahinau. The ckaracteriatice of Brahman 
referred to are: (1) Indra says in reply to Pratar* 
dana’s request for that which is most beneficial to 
man, "Snow me, I am Prlna** etc., and since 
Brahman alone is meet beneficial to man, Indra’s 
answer refers to Brahman. (2) PrSna is spoken of 
as blemed, undecaying, immortal, which can b« 
true only of Brahman. (3) The knowledge of this 
Prana is slso said to absolve one from all sinsn 
"He who knows me thus, by no deed of his is his 
ichiovement harmed, neither by mattioide nor by 
patricide. . . (Eau. 3. 1). 
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30. Bat (indrtt’s) inatructiun (to Pra* 
urdairn is juctified) by hia realization of the 
Truth conhrmed fay the scriptures (mz.. that 
he is B^man). as did (the sage) V&ma- 
dova. -■' 

Itu^f 'Viniiid^a '.baviiiK noliMc) IBruhmnn 
^iil 'T wug'Ma^it, and the snn/' etc., whicli is 
jufttiilsd'bj‘(he passage: “Wkichsoerer of the 
g«ri<> kooiTi.lt (Brshmaa) became Thai” (Brib. 
I. 4. lO). in^’s instruction' also is like that. 
Having rpaiised the truth, “Thou art That”, 
dedar^'bj the scriptures, h* identifies himself 
in the instmctii^ vith the Supreme Brahmaa. 

WTftWWlTTf, II 

Oo account of tlie cliamotem^ 
t'les of the iodiridanl muI and the viul energy g not 
^ if it be ’ aaid g not so gHW-SlSf'gRl becanao 
it would enjoin threedbld meditation siftHWa on 
account of Prina being nooepted elMwhere in the 
oei^ of Bnhmany Itere because words 

denoting Brahman hro roeiaionod with reference 
to prina. 

31. If 4t be^ said that (Brahman) ia 
not referradjto on account of the oharactor' 
iaticfl'of the individual soul and the vital 
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force (being mentioned), (we say) not ao, 
because (such an interpretaticm) would 
enjoin threefold moditatioa. (Up&sanh); 
berause Prana has been accepted (else¬ 
where in the sense of Brahman); and 
because here also (words denoting Brahman) 
are mentioned with reference to Pr&na. 
(Hence it is to be understood to mean 
firahman). 

The paasatfea under diK-UMtan might as well 
refer to the individual soul and the vital force, 
for their characteristics also are found: “One 
should know the speakef and not inquire into. 
speech” (Kau. 3. 8), ‘'I’rina, laying hold of thU 
body, msW it rise up” (Kau. 3. 8). The Sntra 
refutoe such a view and says that Brahman tdone 
is referred to by ‘I’tflna'; for tho above interpretu- 
tion would involve n threefold Uphsanh, vix., of 
the individual soul, of the chief vital force, and 
of Brahman, which is against the accepted rules 
of scriptural mterpretation. No single passsge 
can be made to yield three different meditations 
in this way by splitting it up. Moreover in the 
beginning we have, “Know me only”, followed 
by, “I am Prftua”, and in the end again we have. 
“And that Pr&na indeml is the intelligent self, 
blessed, undecaying, immortal”, which shows 
that the same topic is kept up throughout. There¬ 
fore ‘Prina’ must be taken in the sense of 
Brahman and that on the ground that Its 


1.1.51] 


eRAMMvsirmAs 


69 


c1utraotei'l«ticfl ons found iu thu pntsB}^ wbich bAve 
already b««s refertMl to in Sutra 1. 1. 28. Tbi* 
noanin^ of ‘Frftna* il found in other scriptural 
passages, asd we are justified in taldog it in tbat 
sense bare, since words denoting Brahman are 
mentlniusd with reference to ‘Pr4na*. 


1 


: 

I 

' SXCTXOIC 41 

In the latter part oi section 1^ eMtai» aerify 
tnr«l terms geaenll? nsed in & diilexeni sense 
liare bees ahoim throngb reasoning to refer to 
Bralunan, and consequently certain passages of 
the scriptnrea of doabtful senae, bat containing 
clear ohoraoteriatics of Brahman, bare been 
abowu to refer to Brabman. Now in tbia and the 
next section seme more poasoges of doabtful 
import, especially with no clear mention of the 
'ebaraotezietios of Brabman in them, are taken up 
for disonasion. 

Topic 1 : 7&« Being consuttiip of the mind 

it Brahman. 

t I) 

Wr Throughout (the acripturea) be* 

vaoac there is taught (the Braliman which is) 
well knows. 

1. (That which eensisU of the mind 
[MaiKHnayal U Brahman) because there ia 
taught (in this text) (that Brahman which 
is) well raown (as toe cause oi the universe) 
throughout (the scriptures). 
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SutxH* 1*S «how that the Being vlio ooimsts 
«£ the mind ^Manomaya) and u preacribed aa tbs 
-«bj«ci of T'pisann nr meditation in the text, 
'“Xn thia indeed ia Brahjnau, for it haa ita bcgih* 
filing, end, and anhsiatence in It; ao let a man 
■ueditato nith a calm mind. ... He vho cu»- 
$uU of iiie mIkmr hiHl; ia Prina (the anhtlo 

hod?)” etc. (Chh. 3. 14. 1>3) ia Bralunau and not 
,f(be indmdnal soul. 'Why? Becauae the text 
bt'gina with, “All thia U Brahman”, wherein that 
Brahman which ia treated oa the cauae of the 
wuverM in all acriptnral texta ia deacribad. Sinqe 
the beginning refen to Bmluuan, it ia bat proper 
that the later aeutenoa where ”fie who conaiata of 
the mind” oocnra, ihould also refer to Brahman 
aa diatingniehed by certain qaalitiee; otherwise 
there wonld ariiM* the inconaieteney of euddenly 
‘introdneing a new auhjeot and dropping the 
preTioua one. Uoreover the text here apealca of 
TTphaanI, meditatinn. and aa anch it ia bnt apt that 
Brahman which is deecribcd in all other texts as 
«n object of meditation is also tangbt here and not 
th^ indiTidual aoul which is nowhere preacribed as 
each. Moreorer, one can become calm as tbe text 
asks only by meditating on Brahman which is 
wereft of all aogor, hatred, etc. 

It \ II 

Bocnnac qiialldea domrcd to be 
/ •exiweaaed are befittins ^ moreover. 
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2. Moreover the ^nalities deeired to 
be expressed are befitting (only in the case 
of Brahman; and so the pas^e refers to 
Brahman). 

"He wbo consuta of the tnind, irhoee body i» 
Prfian (the subtle bmly). whoee form in Haht, 

resolre is tme, Trhose iMtore is like that of ethn 
(omnipresent end imisible)", etc. (Chh. 3. 14. 2) 
—the qaaJitiee mentioned in this text es topics of 
meditation ore poatible in the coeo of Brahman 
alone. Therefore the conclusion is that such a 
qualified Brahman nione is to be meditated upon. 

atgriWfg ST II ^ li 

BecaMSc(tliey)sreiiot«|»i>ropriat<'3 on 
the other hand a is not fllflT: the individasl soul. 

3. On the other hand the individual 
soul is not (referred to by the text) because 
these qualities are not appropriate (to it). 

II jf n 

Objrct ACmt on account of tho 

mcatinu ^ and. 

4. And on account of the mention of 
the attainer and the obiect attained (“He 
who consists of the mind*’ refers to Brah* 
maa and not to the individual soul). 

in the samo chapter of the Chb&udogyn 
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T7)MknUb»d ther* occurs Ui« pAMage, '"When / shall 
hATo departod from hence, I shall attain Him’ 
^3. 14. 4), vhera ‘Him’ refers to *‘Who conaieti of 
the mind”, the object of meditation epolcen of in 
the earlier jweaage. Therefore He ia neceaearil^ 
different from the person irho moditateo, the in- 
diridual soul referred to in the abore text by the 
pronoon 'I*. 

5. Because of the difference (indicated 
by the case-endings) of the words. 

In the Satapatha Hrihuana, where the ume 
idea U expreeaed in similar words, we hare, ”Ai is 
a grain of rioe, or a grain of barley ... so is that 
golden Being in the self'' (10. 6. 3. 2), where the 
indieiduil sonl and ‘the self consiiting of the 
mind’ are clearly described as two different 
entities, for ‘the self consisting of the mind'— 
which is denoted by a word in the nominative case 
—is described as being in the individual self, the 
wewd denoting it being in the locative case. There¬ 
fore it is clear that the individual self is not 
referred to in the text under discussion. 

From the Smriti ^ also. 

6. FrcKCD the Smriti also (we learn 
that the individual soul is different from the 
one referred to in the text under disenasioo). 
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XLe Smriti rofvrred to.u* “Tbs' Lord, 0 
Arjuoa, it ■eat«<i in tk« heatte of all >beiii|r«’' «tc. 
^GtU IS. OIL).. muRt not forgot,'.iMivtfTcr, tliat 
occM'ding-to Adraita VedAnta .tbiaii dUfcTcur« is 
only imaginary and not rml. Tha difierenca axifta 
coily.H) long a* iganranco-lMta,, and. Uke ibiU uut>art 
<d. tbs text "Tliou art That” ha« Aot baan kaalix^ 

irw'nww 51% 

ItH . f . 

IhvaniM^ of tlw ranallneta of' tlio 
abode fl^^W^On noorniiit of iU bains daioguntt-d 
ait aneh («. a ■mall) ^ aImo n not ^U bt‘ 
■aid ^ not lo A^IORVn for tha aaho . of cdntain|ilft> 
tibii ab ■dnmi.llko tho vtlicr ^ and. 

7. If it said that (the pass^e 
does) not (refer to Brahman) because of the 
snullness of the abode (referred to. viz., the 
heart) and also on account of its being 
designated as such (t.s. os minute); (yre say.) 
not so, (because Brahman-has so cha> 
racteriz^) for the sake of oontemplatiou 
and because the cose is similar to that of the 
ether. 

*'Ho is my wK within ib« hontt, nnkller fhna 
a giain of rice, nuallar than a-grain ef barley” 
otc. (Cbh. 3. 14. 8). Tbi« text ocOnrS ih the Mule 
isrrtion in irbich we nliio iiild “the 4*lf. ooiuisting 


a.2.8) 


BKAHMA-SUTRAS 


76 


«f tlift BiiDj". Tbo objMtion u rtued that aince 
;tliew limitation* are apt not in the case' of 
Brahman bat ot the indiTtdual anul, it i« the 
hitter that'is referred to bj “the acU consisting 
•of the mind”. The Sutra refutea it and mjs that 
Biahman here is thus chameterised for the con- 
Tcnience of coDteiuplntiim, us uthi'rsrise it is ditti- 
•vult to meditate on the ull'peirading Brahman. 
This dom not mar Its oiunipresenoe, as these 
limitatiutui are inorely imagined in Brahman and 
•are not real. The case i» analogous to that of the 
ether in the eye of the needle, which ia spoken of 
as limited ahd nnall, whereas in fact it is all* 
,pervading. 

That it linn l•xl)«TilMlCo (of plousurc 
ao<l iMin) ^ if it lx< <*ntd ^ not no 
bccaiiao m^Um difTcrMti'c in iiutiu^*. 

8. If it be said that (being connected 
with the hearts of all indiyidtm aonU ofi 
■account of Ita omnipresence. It would also) 
have experience (of pleasure and pain), (we 
rsay). not so, because of the difference in the 
nature (of the two). 

The mere fact that Brahman is all'perrading 
and ooouocted with the hearts of all individual 
-aonls, and is also intelligent like them, does not 
make It subject to pleasure ond pein. For the 
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iodividoAl Mul i< an »geat» tbe doer o( good ood 
bad deed*, and therefore experienoea pleasure and 
pain, while Brahman ia not an agent, and there- 
fora does not esperienor pleasure and pain. A 
falladoos argument is often put forward that 
because Brahman and the indieidual soul axe im 
xMlitj identical, therefore the fonner ia also 
anbioot to the pleasure and pain experienced 
the latter. But then this identity only refntea 
the experience of pleasure and pain even by the- 
individual soul m being due to ignorance; for iik 
reali^ there is neither the individual soul nor 
pleasnre and pain. Therefore tho argument of 
identity cannot be turned the other way to mah» 
even the ever pure Brahman subject to evil. 

Topic 2: The eater u Brahman. 

In the last topic the experience of pleasure 
and pain in Brahman is denied. Here, in this 
topic, the foot that Brahman ie not an agent ia 
MtabUshed—which is its connection with the 
previous topic. 

amr II n 

eiff The eater W?HingUFl.becanse tho DM)>‘sbIe 
and imtnovablo (%. e. tho whole universe) is 
token (as his food). 

9. The eater (is Brahman), because 
both the movable and immovable (i. 0 . the- 
entire univer^) i» taken (as his 
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“Who thua know* wfaar* Ho is, to whom the 
HrShnumaa and Kshntriynn ar» (na it wore) bat 
food aod death itaelf a candiment" (Sath. 1. 2. 
25) f This paaiiQ^ aaya that there ia some eater. 
Who ia this eater raforred to by ‘He'f la it the 
fire referred to in another text aa eater; “Sonuv 
indeed ia food, and fire the eater’’ (Brih. 1. 4. 6)p 
or ia it the individual aonl referred to aa eater in, 
“One of them eats the sweet fruit’’ (Hu. 8. 1. 1). 
Thia Sutra saya it is neither, bu^ the Supreme- 
Lord, for the text auya that in Him the whole of 
creation, movable and immovable^ ia reabsorbed. 
The fact that death, wlfieh destroys everythintr 
else, ia awallowed up na a rondimont, ahowa that 
the entire oroatinn ia referred to aa Hia food. 
Tlio BrfikuiAuiiK and Kslintnyas ore inentiuned as 
mere examples, since they are the foremost of- 
created beinRS. The eater of aucli a stupendous 
thin^ can bo Brabman alone and none else. 

11 ?o i| 

SIC^^3.Froui the <v»ntrxt ^ and. 

10. And because (Brahman) is the 
subject of the discussion. 

In an earlier text Nachiketaa asha Yama: 
“Tell me of that which you see ns neither good 
nor bad action, aa neither effect nor cause, aa. 
seitber past nor future” (Enth. 1. 2. 14). In this 
text Brahman is inquired into and Tama anawera:' 
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■*"1 you lA brioi—ii,ii Aum” (Kath. 1. 2. 

15). 'Farther oa he eay*, "The Self U neither 
horn nor does it die" (Ibid. 1. 2. IS), and finally 
•ooDclndes with the passaffe in which the cater is 
■aaentioned; ' All this clearly shows that Brahman 
is tho topic, and therefore' Ute ‘enter’ is Brahman. 
It a)i>o follows front the pecnliar characteristic. 
CIS., the difitnulty to cognise It, which is referred 
*to ia the text under diacnsaion. 


An objection may be raised on the ground 
-thai the acripiirrc itaOU in another denies 

tlist Brahman ia tho ‘eater’; "The other 
<(BmhniaD) looks on without eating" (Mn. 3.- ]. 1). 
But ‘eating’ in this text refers to the experience 
«of pleasure and pain, rdtile in tho text under dis- 
•cussinn jt means the reabsurption of the nniTei-se 
Uit the time of diasolation, which the scriptures 
^attribote to Brahman olose. * 

Topic 3: The two that hare entered the 
•cavity of (fse heart are the individual soul and 
.Brahman. 


srf^sivrwtrHt % t? ii 

^ cevity (of the heart) 3^^ the two that 
'have catered »rW(^ are Uk* two aeJvee Ondividual 
t'aiMi Sniweme) f| iiuleod bocanae it is an 


n. Tho two that have entered into 
the (of the heart) are indeed the 
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individual a^lf and the Supreme Self, because 
it is so seen. • * 

In the Eatiia UiMuxiebad there occun the* 
jTatfftg*, “fiftTing entered the cneity of the heart,. 
the two enjoy the reward of their work*, in the* 
body*’ (1. 8. 1). The quOtiofa' m whether the- 
couple referred to are the indiTidual lovl. wd 
Brehman, or the indieidual soul and* intellect 
(Bnddhi). The opponent, following the argument 
of the previous t<q>ic, saye it is the latter. In the 
last topic the neamese of the word ‘death’ helped, 
os tn. interpret •Brahmana' and ‘Kshabiya’ as 
typical of the whole phenomenal world, similarly* 
the nearneas of the word ‘enjoy’ would moke the 
two in the text refer to limited things like the 
individual soul and intellect. The Sutra, refutes 
(his and says that the couple referred to are the 
individual soul and Btahmwn, for numerals- 
denete things of the same class. When a cow is* 
brought to us an*l we say, "Bring another”, it. 
lOMU stnoihcr ©ow. So if with an intelligent self, 
the individual soul, another is said to enter the* 
cavity of the heart, it must refer to another of th* 
claas, s.e. to another sentient heing. and not 
to the intellect (Bnddhi), which is insentient. The 
fact that both are said to enjoy the fruite of 
actions, which cannot apply to the Higheet, 
Brahman, is thus explained i Sometimes the 
characteristics of one in a group are indire^y 
applied to the whole group, as when we iay,- 
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“Tlia men witb an umbrella*', where only one hat 
an umbrella and not the w'hote ^up. So here 
alto, though it it onlj one that it enjojing the 
trait* of action*, both are to tpoken of. 

II II 

the i)i>ecificatioD ^ and. 

]2. And from the (distinctive) quali* 
ties (of the two mentioned in snbeequent 
texts). 

The text* fubaequeut to the one under diacua- 
eion mention the charuclei-iatici of the two that 
have entered the cavity of the heart, which ahow 
that theec are the individual aoul and Brahman. 
'‘Anew that the aou) ia the* charioteer’' etc. (Kath, 
1. 3. 3) and *'He nttuine the end of the journey, 
that rapreme atate of Vishnu” {Ibid, 1. 3. 9), 
where the two are mentioned as the attainer and 
Ae goal attained, «.«. aa the Jiva and Brahman, 
la a pzeviooa paaaage also the two. are spoken of 
as the meditator and the object of madiiatian. 
"The sage reliaqaiahas joy and aorrow, having 
realised by meditation . . . that effnlgwt One 
. . . seated in the hoart” (Eatk. 1. 2. 12). 

Tiipic 4: The perttm within ‘ the eye it 
Btahman. 

In the last topic the reference to 'two* ooour- 
ring at the beginning of tlie text discumed, wae 
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iulerpreteil to denote tvo of the sniue claas, *.o. 
two aentient beings, and tbe entrance into the 
oavi^ of the heart, mentioned later on, was- 
interpretod accordingly. Tbe same line of argn* 
ment should be need, says tbe opponent, to inter* 
prat the text of this topic. That is, the. person in 
the eye ought to be taken as a rehectiem in thir oy«, 
AS it occurs at the beginning of the text, and tbe 
aubsequens mention of immortality, fearleaaness, 
«tc. ought to be explained away, as praiae or 
otberwiae. l)he inTerse method, t.e. taking theee 
words to refer to Urabman and thus fixing the 
person in the eye to be Brahman, should not be 
followed. In this way the opponent wants to 
ehow that the argument of the prbTions one is 
defective, for it will launch us into difficulties 
with respect to other texts of the Sruti. 

TTpf: t| U 

srR: Inside (tbe eye) on account of 

tbe appropriateness of (attributes). 

13. (Tbe person) inside (the e^e is 
IBrahmaa) on account of (the attributes 
mentioned therein) being appropriate (only 
to Brahman). 

“This person that is seen in the eye is the 
self. Thic is immortal and fearless; this is 
Brahman” (Chh. 4. 16. 1). The quAtion is 
whether the pbisun referred to here is the 
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rofleulion' of - a ■ i)«non in the eye, or the mdm-. 
dooi soul, or the «un. which helps sifrht, or 
Brahman.. The Sutra says that. this person iiv 
the eye is Brahnan, beenuso the qnalitiea, 4jn- 
mortal’, .‘(earless’, etc., mcutioneil here with re#* 
peet io;that person can be true only o( Brahman, 
and. cannot be otherwise explained away. 

II gif’ll 

Becamu* abode etc. J t. «. nsDie 
sad farm) arc altribiitMl to jt ^ auri. 

14. And becaose abode etc. oame- 
and form) are attHbuted to It (Brahman) 
(1^ other 8erii)tural t4xt$ also, for tl>e sake- 
01 ooDtemplation). 

But, bow con the albperradinff Biahinaa be-, 
in a limited space like the eyef The ussignaiioiii 
of a definite locality to the, eU>p«rvading Brahman, 
only serres the ptirpose o( maditat^ (XJj^hsonh). 
In other acriptuihi texts, the diu of the bun, tho 
cavity of the heart, oveu-the eye itaelf (Brih. 3. 7. 
18) and similar pore sjiota have been prescribed ua 
plaosa far the contemplation of Brahman. S<s 
here it i« prescribed that Brahman should be ooo* 
templated in the eye. Not only abode, bat even 
name and form are attributed to Brohman for the 
purpose of meditation, as Brahman without atlri>^ 
bates cannot be so object of oonteoplatien. (Fufa 
Ohh. 1. 6. 6.7). ■. , 
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Rocottnt of th« reference (to 
Brahman) diatinsniahed by bliae verily ^ and. 

15. And verily on account of the 
reference (in the passage to Brahman) dis* 
tingtiiahed by (mentioned at the begin* 
ning of the Prakaraita). ' 

“The vital energy ia Brahman, bllas ia 
Brahman, the ether ia Brahman” (Chh. 4'. 10.. 6)' 
—ao Uught the firea to tTpaknaala Kamalayana 
about: Brahman, and this aame Brahman ia (nrihar. 
elucidated by hia teacher aa “the poraon. in the 
oya”. 



Hie way of Utoee who have 
realiaed the IVnth of the Upaniehadn On 

account of the atatement ^ alao. 

16. Aleo on account of the statement 
of the way (after death) of those who have 
known the Truth of the Upanisbads {i.e. 
knowers of Brahman) (with reference to the 
knower of the person in the eye). 

Vho DovaySna path or the path of the gods,, 
by Which a knower of Brahman travoU after death 
and' *111011 ia deeeribed in the Praana Upaaishad 
liliO and'Pther ecriphiral texta, ia referred tohereii 
Since tiie' ^ower of “the penon in ihe'eye” alao 
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jroes hy tliis ptik Kfier deat^, *ad liace it u 
lenown from scriptures tbat none other exiwpt the 
Imower of Brahman goee hy this path after death, 
'“the petton in the eye” must be Brahman. 

il X'* II 

Not existins always Wt in w q^ on account 
of the inpotsibility ^ and 9 not any other. 

17. fXhe person in the e^e is the 
Supreme ^li) and not any other (t.e. indivi¬ 
dual soul etc.) as these do not exist always; 
and on account of the impossibility (of the 
qualities of the person in the eye being attri¬ 
buted to any of these). 

'ihe reflfction. in the eye. for example, does 
not exist always, nor can the qualitiee like 
iauBOrtality, fearleaenees, ete., be appn^riately 
ascribed fe this reflection. So no other self except 
the Supreme Self it here spoken of as the persea in 
the eye. 

Topic. 6: The ruler vitiUn u Brahman. 

In the last topic, while interpretiiic the 
person in the eye at Brahman it hae heeis tsdmn 
foT’ granted that the eye is preeccibed ia Btih. 3. 
7. 18 as an abode of Brahman for oontemplatiou, 
and that therefose here also the eye is presorihed 
as an abode. The present topic takes up fw 4is-' 
cussion this text of Brihndlranyaka and.estabUshos 
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4iie conoliuion that wu takon for granted in tlxa 
Jaat topio. 

ai»wWt, 

Xh« Ruler within io the gods 

ate. oD aoooaot of Xu qualities being 

mentioned. 

18. The Ruler within of the gode and 
ao on (is Brahman) on account of the 
qualities of that (Brahman) being men¬ 
tioned. 

'‘Dost tliou know the Internal Rnlex” etc. 
(Brih. 3. 7. 1); and again, “He who inhabits the 
earth, but is within it, whom the earth does not 
knowj ... U the Internal Ruler, your own 
immortal self" (Brih. 3. 7. 3). The “Internal 
Ruler” spoken of here is Bruhmau and not the 
individual soul eudowed with Siddhis (powers) or 
the presiding deity, or anything eke, for the 
charaoteruitica of Brahman are mentioned in the 
concluding part of the text cited, wherein the 
Ruler is spoken of as identical with the individual' 
ecml and immortal, which can be true only of 
Brahman. He is aim described in this section as 
being all-pervadiug, siuoe he is inside and the 
Ruler within of everything, «tr. the earth, the 
•un, water, fire, sky, the ether, the tenses, etc.,- 
nnd this also can be true only of Brahmani 



BRAHMA-SITTRAS 


[1,2.20 


•I Keither ^ ftod that which ts mcntioneif 
in the (Siakhya) Smriti becaase 

aib-ibutea contnuy to its oature are lueationed. 

19. • Aod neither is (the Ruler within) 
that which is talked of in (S&nkhya) 
Smriti (t.a. Pradhftna), because attributes 
oontrarr to its nature are mentioned (here). 

Tb« Pradhana is sot this "Istemal Bnler” aa 
the atthbstM: "Hois the immortal’'; "uns««n- 
bnt seeing, unheanl hat hearisir/' ate. (Brih. 3» 
7. 23), do not hold irae of the non-inteUigenlt 
PradhSna. 

5irfk*r, f? II *o ii 

OrftU The indtTidaal soul ^ also ( a not } 

(the fcdlowers of) both (the reeeniiooe-~K4owa asd 
hladhjrandiaa) % for na difTcrent this (the 
^va) read. 

20. Also the individual soul (is not the 
Ruler within), for this is read as different 
(from the Internal Ruler) by the followers 
of both (the recensions, viz. the KAnwa and 
M&dbyandina Shkh&s of the Brihad- 
hranyaka Upanisbad). 

The n^ativo ‘sot’ ia to be supplied from th» 
laat Sutra. 

"ITe who dwells is knowledge” et<!.-*eap» 
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Brib. 3. 7. 22, lianwa reading, where 'knowledge' 
ataods for the individaal eonl, lor it coneiets of 
knowledge. "He who dwell* in the •elf"'—is the 
hCidbyandioa reading of the same paaeage, where 
‘•elf' atanda for the mdiridoal soul. Theee quota* 
Aions make it clear that in either reading the 
individual soul is epoken of as different from the 
'‘Internal Ruler", for it is the ruler of the indivi- 
•doal soul also. ' 

Here again we should not forget that the 
•difference of the Internal Ruler, the Supreme 
Ixjrd, and the individual soul ia merely the pro* 
■duct of Nescience. There is only one Self within, 
for two selvea are not poanble. Bui owing to 
limiting adjuncts the one Self ia tfeatad aa if It 
were two. 


Topic 6 : TIuil tehicli cannot he teen i$ 
Brahman. 

In the laat topic the ruler within waa inter¬ 
preted aa the Supreme Lord and not the Pradhina. 
for qualities like, ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, etc., which 
*n contrary to the nature of the Findhina. were 
‘present. Now certain texts which do not mention 
Srach qualities so oa to exclnde ths PradhSna are 
-taken np for discussion. 


Poaseeaor of qualitiea like inviai* 
hility etc. on acconot of the qualitiea bmag 

mentioned. 
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21. The poBseseor of qualities like in¬ 
visibility etc. (18 Brahman) on account of 
(Its) characteristics being mentioned. 

"Tbat wliicb vAQQot be eeen nor seised, whivU 
is witboai origin . . . eternal, sll-perrading, 
omnipreeent, extmaely subtle . . . , the sourne 
of all beings, whirh die wise behold" (Uu. 1. 1. 
6). The Being which is the source of all beings, 
is not the Pradhina but Brahman, for quoUties 
like "He is alblmowing, all>perceinng’’ (Mu. 1.. 
1. 91 are true only of Brahinau and not of the 
PryulliSna. which is non-inteUigeut. Obviously it 
ennnot refer to the indmduftl soul as it is limited. 

II It 

On account of tho mention of 
clwraoteriitic qualities and difTcrences A not 
the other two. 

22. The other two {viz. the individual 
soul and the Pradb&na) are not (referred to* 
in the passage), because the characteristics, 
of Brahman and the difference (of the Being: 
which is the source of all beings from the. 
individual soul and the Pradhitna) are* 
mentioned. 

"That heavenly person ia without body, ccmi- 
prisps the external and the internal, is birthlees,. 
witliout the vital force and without mind, pure,, 
higher than the high Imperishable" (Mu. 2. 1. 2).- 
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EpHliete like ‘heavenly’, 'hirthleu', 'pun*, eto. 
apply to Brahman and not the individual aonl,. 
which oonuden itMlf limited, impnre, corporeal, 
•to. “Hiffher than the high Imperiihable (Pra> 
dhina)” ^ows that the oonn-e of all beings spoken 
of in the last Sntra it not the Fradbana but some* 
thing different from it. 

n II 

n3V^P4^fHRT Form being menticmed ^also. 

23. Also because (its) fonn is men¬ 
tioned (the passage under discuaeion refers 
to Brahman). 

Subsequent to the text quoted in the previous 
Sntra we have the following text, “The Person 
indeed it all thi« —eacrifice, knowledge, etc." 
(Mu. 2. 1. 10) which thows that “the source of all 
kings’' referred to in the text under diteuteion, 
is none other, than the Supreme Lord or Brahman, 
because it it the self of all beings. 

Topic 7; Vuitvinara it Brohnan. 

In the last topic a general quality like in- 
vitibiUty equally Applicable to Brahman and the 
Pradhfina was interprted to refer to Brahman 
taking into consideration qualitiea like all- 
knowingnees etc. mentioned later on in the sec¬ 
tion. Following this argument the objector takes 
some texts foe ditoussion and insists that tho 
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iVaiaTinara* referred to in them miiet bo the ordi- 
sery fire in view of epecificniione like “the euiv 
port of eeonfioe’' mentioned leter on. 


iRlfll 

VaisTtiiem iMcauee of 


the qiuilifyinc edjunote to the oommoo wonU 
(VauTinAm end eolf). 


24. VaisT&Dara (is Brahm&n)^ be* 
<!au8e of the qualifying adjunbta to the 
common words (‘Yaisv&nara’ and ‘Self’). 

“But he who worships this TaisTftnere Self 
extending from heeven to the earth as identical 
with bis own oelf, eata food in all beings, in all 
selves; of that Vaiavanara self Sntejas (heaven) is 
fhe head, the eon the eye”, etc. (Chh. 6. 18. 1*2). 
Nov what le this Vaisvfioara Selff ‘Vaisvfinan* 
genefially means fire, the presiding deity of fire 
and the gastric fin. 'Self' refers to both the in* 
dividoal soul end the Supreme Self. Which of 
these is referred to in the passage? Whatever 
bd the ordinary meaning of these two words, the 
fintra says that here the Supreme Self is referred 
to, on account of the qualifying adjuncts to these 
words. The adjunota are: Heaven is the head of 
this Vaisvfinara Self, the sun its eyss, etc., and 
this is possible only in the case of the Suprenn 
Self. Again the result of meditation on this 
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VaisTanara Self haying the part* stated is the 
Attainment of all desires, and fi-eedom from all 
sin. (Vide Chh. 5. 24. 3). This also «m be‘true 
if the Highest Self is meant. MoreotM As chap- 
■Ser begins with the inquiry, ‘‘What is our Self? 
What is Brahman?”—where the word-‘Biahinan' 
is used in it* primary sense, and so it is proper to 
-think that the whole chapter delineates B^hman. 

Described in the Sairiti eijjnpl indicatory 
mark HT^must be ^ because. 

25. Because that (cosmic form of tbe 
.Supreme Lord) which is described in the 
Smriti must be on indicatory mark (from 
whi^ we arrive at the meaning ox this 
Sruii text under discussion). 

The Sniritis are interpretations of Sinti 
’^exts. So where a donbt ahiee u to the meaning 
• of a Sruti the former may be coneulted to throw 
light on the subject. The Smriti describee the 
•cosmio form of ^e Supreme Lord as, ‘‘Hs whose 
mouth is fire, whose head is heaven, . . . whose 
ears are the regions —salutation to Him, whose 
body is the uniTerse”, which agree# with the 
•deaoription in the text under discussion. Hence 
'we have to ooselvde that the Higheet Lord is 
ireferred to in the texts. 
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TOT^TOni., sRtiWPi., iR^ii 

Because of the word «fMl other rcMoos 
•RI^ loaklo'S^renR oo RooouDt of (its) existing 
And V net ^ ^ if it be said ^ not so fm as such 
on account'of the instraction to ooticeiTe 
h SRbnRT beiog impossible as person eift also 
T^hioi^ also (they) describe. 

26. If \Z be said that (Vaisv&nara) 
is not (Brahman) because of the word 
('Vaisv&nara', which has a definite mean* 
ing, viz. gastric fire) and other reasons, and 
on account of ita existing inside (which is. 
true of gastric fire), (we say) not so. because - 
there is the instructiem to conceive (Brah¬ 
man) as such (as the gastric fire), because it 
is impossible (for the gastric fire to have the ■ 
heaven etc. for its head and other limbs) and 
also because (the V&jasaneyins) describe him 
^aisv&nara) as a person (which the gastric 
fire is not). 

OhjeeHon : Tii« ordiiwry moaning of 
^aisTlnara' is flm and the Sruti also says that it 
is seated insido: '’He who knows this TaisvSnam 
abiding within man” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11), 
which applies to the gastric fire only. Hence it 
nlono, and not Brahman, is referred to in the text 
under diseussion. 
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Tlae Satrti refutM this objection firstly 
becftusA the scripture here teaches the worship o£ 
Brahman in the fire by way of meditatioTu 

ftJpduuS), eren as in the passage. “Let n iiian> 
meditate on the nnoil as Bmhmnn’’ (Chh. 3. 18- 
1). Secondly because the gastric fire cannot have' 
hoa>‘«n for its head, and so on. Thirdly because 
Taisrinara is conceived as a person by the- 
VSjasaneyins: “This Agni Vaiavdsam is a 

person” etc. (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 1. 11). Hence 
'Vaisvinnra' here refers to Biahmaje, which is all- 
pervading and can also he conceived of as a 
person. 

3W 51 ^ 11 11 

•W For the aamc reason ^ (U) not deity 
^ dement ^ and. 

27. For the same reason (VaisvA* 
nara) is not the deity (fire) or the element 
(firol. 

For the same reason—na stated in the- 
previous Sutra. 

;$f*rf5r: n V M 

9191^ IXreotly ^ c\*cn dWl*i no oonimdiction- 
(so says) Jaimini. 

28. Even (if by ‘VsisvAnara’ Brah¬ 
man is) directly (taken as the object of wor¬ 
ship). there is no contradiction; (w says) 
Jaimini- 
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la (1 m Iwt Sutiik it was explained tkat medi« 
tation on Braixmau in the gastric fire, taking it aa 
a symbol, was (aught. This Sutra says that 
‘VaisTinara’ can be taken directly to mean 
Brahman as an object of contemplation, for 
‘Tauvinara' is the same as VisTanara, which 
msaus the uniTsrsal man, i.s. the sll'perrading 
Brahman Itself^ 

: On acconut of manifestation Cfit so 
(says) Asuiarathya. 

20. On account of manifestatidn—so 
aays Asmarathya. 

The reference to Vaiseinara in the text under 
discussion as extending from heavens to the earth 
is explained haze. Even though the Lord is all* 
pervading, yet He specially manifests Himself 
as extending from heaven to the earth for the 
•ake of the devotees. 

II ^0 II 

For the inirpoee of constant remembrance 

(so says) Btdari. 

30. For the purpose of oonstant 
remembrance—so says B&dari. 

The Highest Lord may be called "measured 
by a spen" (to render the term 'Pradesamitm* 
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differently), bei^u>« He is muetabered tbroogil 
tbe rointl, whirJt is sested in the heart, and the- 
heart is of the lise of a span. 

ffJTT II II 

iNff: BecftiiHe of iiuagiiuiry identity so tifiK 
(says) Jaiinini fnf1% for so declares (the Sroti)L 

31. Because of ima^nary identity (the 
Supreme Lord may be caUed span long). sO' 
savs Jaimini; for‘so (the Sruti) declares. 

Sampat Vp&sana is a kind of meditation in. 
whirh eomething is imagined as identical with 
somethtiig else on uveouot of some kind of 
similuri^ or likenssa. As. for example, when the- 
cosmic being' (Punisha) is worshipped through 
the identification of His different limbe with the- 
different parts of the worshipper’s body from the 
top of the head to the chin. The head of the wor> 
shipper is heaven, the eyea the sun and the moon, 
and io on. In this meditation of the coamio- 
Penbn He is limited to the sise of a span, the dis¬ 
tance from the top of the head to the chin. 
Therefore, eays Jaiinini, in the test under discus¬ 
sion, the Supreme Lord is regarded aa of the eUe- 
of a span. 

II 

ssHii^ Teach V moreorer t^this S(%n,ui this. 

32. Moreover (the Jfib^las) teach that 
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. this ^Supreme Lord is to be meditated upon) 
•in this (space between the head and the cmn). 

Sm JSbIla tTpanjahad 1. 

8utn« 27*»33 justify th« .refei«nce to the 
Supreme Lord by the term ‘Piadeoamitrs’ "ae 
.^Hcteoding from heaven to the earth”, or ”«s 
ABeasured by a span”. 



CHAPTER I 


SBcnuM III 

In tbe last section texts of doublfnl import 
'were interpreted to refer to Brahmen, and in so 
•doing the fact that Brahman ia the one object of 
jiil devoat lueditationa helped ua much. In this 
section some more texts of donbtful import are 
taken np for discnssion and are interpreted to 
refer to Brahman, and in thia interpretation the 
fact that Brahman ia the cue object of knowledge 
is taken advantage of. 

Topic J: The rcitiup^placc of heaceti, 
earth, etc. it Jinthmaa. 

In the last topw of the last nection the word 
'‘VaifySnara*, which usually means the gastric 
£ro, was interpreted as Bruhmau, in view of the 
wonU, “Its Wd is beaven'', occurring at the 
«nd of the text. Following this argument the 
opponent takse up for discossion a text where the 
word ‘immortal' should refer to the Pradhdna 
and not to Brahman, on account of the word 
‘bridge’ which ooours at the end of the text, .k 
bridge oonnocta with something beyond; and os 
there bo nothing beyond Brahman, the word 
‘bridge’ e>clodee Brahman, and so 'iinmovtar. 
srefere not to Brahman but to the Pradhian. 
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The rcetiog-plece of heaven. 

Q»rtb. etc. On Aooonnl of the word'SelT. 

1. The resting'pUbce of heaven, earth, 
etc. (is Brahman) on account of the word 
‘Seif (or on account of the actual words of 
the Sruti) (designating this restmg'pUu^). 

"In Him heaven, the earth, and the akjr are 
woven, u uLtu the mind with nil the sennen. Know 
Ihnt Self alone and leave off other talk I He in 
the bridge of liatnortulity” (Mn. 2. 2. 6). He 
who in npoken of a» the nboile, in whom the earth, 
heaven, etc. are woven it Hmhmnu, on account of 
the temi ‘Self, which in Appropriate only if 
Brahman in referred to in the text and not Pra- 
dhtna or Sutrltniao. Or there aro actual texU in 
whi£h .Brahman in npoken of an the abode by 
terru ' properly denignating Brahman. Fur' 
example: *‘AU thnw creatarei, my dear, have 
their root, their abode, and their reet in the 
beixtg” (Chh. 6. 8. 4). It may oUo mean Brahman 
becanne in the texts preceding and following thin 
one, in Hu. 2. 1. 10 and 2. 2. 11, Brahman it 
npoken of, and no it in but proper to infer that lb 
in also referred to in the intervening text, which 
is under diacuasion. 

From the text cited above, where mention h 
made of an abode and that which abides, and abo 
from “Bnbmao indeed isatl this" (Mu. 2. 2.11) Ina 
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are Bot 4<t-take that Brakman it of numitold, varied 
gated nature, like a tree r^ii«t«tjn g of leaeea, 
braachee, eto. TkU would lead ue to Pantbeiem, 
and Advaita doee not uphold it. So in order to 
remoTe the poaaibility of euoh a doubt the paeeagw 
under diaouuion, uja, "Know Him alone, the 
Self" «.«. know the. Self alone and not that which 
abidea in it, which ie merely a product of. Ke> 
acienoe and baa to be aet aeide aa falae. 

II ^ II 

To be attained b}^ the liberated 
beoanao of the etatemeot. 

2 . Becau^ o£ the statement (in the 
scripture;) that that is to be attained b; 
the liberated. 

A further reaeon ia given to ahow that Brah¬ 
man ia meant in the paaaage under diacuaaion. It 
ie the goal of the liberated. Vide Hu. 2. 2. 0; 8. 
2. -8. . Therefore it can be Brabuan alone. 

sngJTR*^, III 

a Not et^KWtwhat is iaforred (Pradhaon) etfRT- 
owing .ho want of any term indicating U. 

3. (The abode of heaven etc.) is not 
what ia inferred (a.e. Pradb&na), owing to 
wanb of any term indicating it. 

Tha abede of. heaven etc. cannot be the 
Pradhina, for there ia no term indicative of-it ia» 

r 
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tb« t«it, M w« kftTC *S«ir indicatiTo o< Brahiuan. 
Tb«r«) arc do terms wbctsocTcr referriag to inert 
zQCtter, bat od the other band there are ternu 
iadicatiaf intelligence: "Who knows all, onder- 
etaada all" etc. (Mn. 1.1.9). 

» ' . * t 

II V11 

tl*7V[Tbc living or individual coal ^ also (B not). 

4. (Nor) also the individual sotil. 

The word ’not’ has to be inferred from the 
previous Sutra. 

Nor is it the individual soul, though it ia an 
intelligent principle and can therefore be denoted 
bj the word ‘Self*; for it is imposeible to conceive 
the individual soul as omniscient and as the 
reeting'plaee of the whole univeree. 

^ II 

^ ■flVu^ On account of difference bedng men- 
tioDedL 

5. (Also) on account of difference 
being mentioned (between the individual 
soul and the abode of heaven etc.). 

‘'Know Him alone aa the Self,** mijt the text 
under discueelon, thereby differestiatihg die ' in¬ 
dividual soul desiroua ol release and the abode of 
beaven eto. aa the knowei and the thing to be 
known. 
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smotni II % II 

6. -On account of the subject-matter. 

The Upanuhad befpiu with, “'What U that” 
•(Mu. 1. 1. 4) and coacludc* by saying, “The 
.Irnowar of Bcabrnno become* Brahman" (Mu. 
•3. 2. 9), which shows that the lubjecUmattar of 
•the whole Kpanishad from beginning to end is 
Brahman, and therefore it is the same Brahman 
;which is spoken of as the abode of heaven etc. 

II *0 II 

On acooont of reraaiDing tmatCached 
fSod eating W also. 

7. Also on acootint of (the mention of 

;two conditions:) remaining unattached and 
feating (which are the characteristics of the 
Supreme Self and the. indWidual self res- 
.pectively). . 

.-'Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the 
-same tree. One of them eate the sweet fruit, the 
other looks on without eating'* .(Mu. 3. 1. 1). 
Here Brahman is described as the witness and the 
individual soul as eajMriencing ths fruits .of good 
wd evil actions and hsnee different from the 
other. This description, which distinguiahee the 
4Wo, can be.apt only if the abode of heaven etc. is 
Brahman. Otherwise there irill be no continuity 
•of ttfpfc. Nor can we take this text 4s merelf 



102 


BRAHMA'SUTRAS 


[1.3.8 


dewribiB^ tb» natore of the .iitdiridoal aonl, for 
the ecripturM nowhere atm at daacribixiig the in- 
diTidual ml, which ia known to eTeryone aa the 
agent, enjojer, etc. Their aim ia alwaja to daa> 
oribe and eatablieh Brahman whioh ia not eo 
known. 

Tofic i: Th» Bhuvwn it Brahman. 

In the last section the abode of heaTen etc. 
was interpreted aa referring to Brahman on 
account of the word 'Self’ in ^e text. The oppo* 
neni now takes up for disouasion' another text, 
where the word ‘Sell’ according to his view ia used 
to denote PrSna, the vital force, and not 
Brahman. See Chli. 7. 23 and 24. The following^ 
Sutra however aoya that here also it is Brahman 
and not Prtna. 


1 / 



The Bhomao tlswUKMtfu after or beyond the 
state of deep sleep, (liero, the \*ilsl force) 
because of the teaching. 

8. The Bbuman (is Br&hman) because 
it is taught after the state of deep sleep (a.e. 
after Prana or the vital force, which alone 
functions even in that state). 

In the seventh chapter of the, Chhindogya 
Uponiahad, SanatkumSra teaches Ifarada aeve^ 
truths. He begins with; ‘name' and goee higher 
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B&d higher, till he teat^ee the bigheet troth, 
wbu'b ie BhomBn. “The Bhoman (infinite) ii 
blue. . . . The Bhoman you eboold seek to ondet^ 
•tanJ. . . . Where cme eeee nothing else, heme 
nothing ebe, understands nothing else, that ia the 
Bhoioan" (Chh. 7. 23 and 7. 24. 1). The question 
is, what dose this Bhuman refer to. The oppo¬ 
nent holds thnt it is tho rital force. He sirguee as 
follows: After Sanatkomfira finished teaching 
every truth from name *up to the vital force, 
NIrada asks him, “Is there anything higher than 
this?“—>to which SnsatkumSm answers, “Yes 
there is," and takes up the next higher truth. 
But efter being taught about the i^ital force 
Xirada does not aek whether there ie any higher 
tmth, and yet Saoatkunara gives thie dissertation 
oh the Bhuman-'which shows that this Bhuman 
is not diffeient from the vital force taxight 
already. Xht only titat, he calls the knower of the 
vital f(»i» an A.tivSdin (boo who makes a state- 
mant surpassing previous staiements), thereby 
showing that the vital force is the highest truth, 
and in. acoordanoe with this he further elncidatee 
the tmth ae Bhuman. 

This 8utm refutes thie argument and aBys 
that Bhuman is Brahman, for though the Sutra 
oaiy the lounver'of vital force in Ativldin, yet it 
aaye, *'But he indeed is an Ativldin who is each 
jUkrougb the realisation of the Truth’* (Chh. 7.18. 
i),. iriiich 'Clearly' thews that it refere to eomething 
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higher thao the rital force, knowing which one 
becomee tnil; an Ativldin. Th'na it ie clear tlxatr 
a new topic about Brahman which ia the highest' 
Truth is begun, thongh KIrada does not ask 
whether there is any truth higher than the vital 
force. Sanatkuznlpi, in accordance with K&rada's- 
desiro to be an Ativldin through Truth, now leads 
him by a seriM of steps to the knowledge of the 
Bhutnan, showing that this Bhuman is Btahman. 
Motcov^, if the vital force, says the Sutra, were- 
the Bhtnnan, then the Sruti would not give any 
information about it—as it does in Chh'. 7. 24.' T 
cited above—beyond what it has- already given in 
section Id. 

ii ii 

Because the qoalitiee are aptK'opciate at' 
and. » 

9. And because the quediti^ (men¬ 
tioned in texts) are appropriate (omy in 
the case of Brahman). 

The qaalities referred to are: Truth, reetiog 
on its own greatnees, non*dnality, bliss, all-per-- 
vadingnees, immortality, etc., mentioned' in the- 
text under disouision, which hold good only in the- 
cese of Brahman and not of the vital force, whicf}. 
is but an effsot and as such cannot possess any of 
these qualitiss. Horeover the chapter begins 
thus: “The knower of the Self goes beyond* 
auMry", which shows that the Sell or Brahman ia> 
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th« kU^'Act to be known. It is therefore d«liae»t- 
•d ig» the snbeeqnent texts. 

Topic 3: Aksfumx ii Brahman. 

In the preTioaa section becanse the epithet 
*Truth’ is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhn- 
man was interpreted as Brahman. Following the 
same argument the opponent holds that the srord 
*Aksbsra’ should mean the syllable “Om” in the 
texts to be taken up for discussion in this section, 
for ‘Akshara* generally means word or syllable. 

II II 

nrani The Akshan (because) H 

Bui)ports all up to Akisa (ether). 

10. The Akshara (the Imperishable) 
(is Brahman) because it supports (every* 
thing) up to Ak&sa (etber). 

“0 Gkrgi, the Brthmanas call this Akshara" 
etc. (Brib. 3. 8. 8). Here the question is whether 
'Akshara’ means the syllable ‘Om* or Brahman. 
The doubt arises because ’Akahaca’ etymologically 
means a syllable and therefore commonly repre* 
seats the syllable ‘Om’, which is also atl object of 
meditation. The Sutra however saya 'Akshara' 
here stands for Brahman. WhyP For the text 
says, “In that Akshara, 0 Gdrgi, is the ether 
woven liko warp and woof” (Brih. 8. 8. 11). This 
attribute of suppcwting everything, even the 
Akasa, the fUat entity in the order of creation. 
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can b« .tra« oaly or Brabm^n.. iTkaa again “it i$ 
oeitber groaa aor minute, neither abort nor long” 
etc. (Brih. 3. 3. 8) shows that all relatiTe 
qnalitiee are absent in it. Therefore the ‘Ahehara’ 
•is Bmhmaa. 

. lL - t - 

,tn wiRiRRra. u 

-V This (snppoHihg) ^ aleo WIHMKJ hecsvee of the 
cOnmod. 

11. Because of the command (aitri'^ 
buted td Akshar^ this (supporting) (c£n be 
the work of the Highest Sail only and not of 
the Pradh&na). 

/‘Under the mightj rule of that Immutable 
fAhshara), Q Ofirgi, the sun and the moon are 
held in il^ir'poeitions'' (Brih. 3. A. 8). This com* 
mafld or ralership cannot be the wwk of the non* 
intelligent Pradhina. So the Pradhina cannot be 
the *AIahara’ which snpporfa eTerything np to 
AkSsa. 

n n 

Bemuse thequalitiee of aay other 
than Bpibinaa have been negated ^ aleo. 

12. And b^use the qualities of any 
other than Brahman have bmn negated (by 
the Sruti). 

All other qnalitiee referred to in the tost, aa, 
for example, seeing, liearing, thinking, knowing. 
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^ •(BcHi;-3. 8. to * coMciem* principl® 

«Ad tharefore negate the Pradhan* etc. Nor it 
h« the indiridnal eonl, which ie not iree from limit* 
tag adjnncU aa the Akshara U deecrihed. 


7’ofnc 4: Tht Higimt V«rtm to he meditated 

upon is th« Iiigh4st HrahvtAn. 

In the iaet Mctioa the word ‘Akabara’, thoagh 
it generally mean* eyllahle. we* interpreted to 
refer to Bimbman on account of the charaoterutie 
quality of eupportiug everything and we had to 
go to the etymological meaning of the word 
Akshara vie. that which doe* not perish or undergo 
obange i.e. Brahman. Similarly in the text to be 
taken up for diacussion the opponent holds that on 
account of the attainment of Brahmaloka aa the 
xesoU of the meditation we have to take by the 
Highest Person the Lower Brahman or Hiranya- 
garbha which ia rulatively speaking higher, and 
sot the Higher Bruhman. < - - 

II 

Object of seeing because of hiaj 

being mentioned he. 

18, Because of his being mentioned as 
an object of (the act of) seeing, he (who is to 
be nneditat^ i^>on is Brahman). 

"Again ha who meditates with the syHable 
•Om’. of throe Mktrfis (A-«-m), on ib* Highest 
Peraon" etc. (Pr. 6. 6). A donbi arises whethee 
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the Higheet Brahuian or the Lower Brahmas i* 
meaat, becauae, in 5. 2 both are mentioned, and 
alto becatue Brabmaloka is deecribed aa the frail 


by the worebip of this Uigheit Fereon. Ihe Snira. 
eays that this Higheet Fereon is the Brahman and 
not Biranyagarbha (the Lower Brahman). Why? 
Becanee the paragraph ends thus: "He sees the 
Higheet Person," wUoh shows that he realisee or 
actually gets identified with the Highest Person. 
It is not a mere imagination but an actnality.-for 
the object of an act of seeing is an actulity, as ww 
find from experience. Bnt Hiranyagarbha is an 
imaginary being, since it is a product of ignorance. 
Hence the Highest Person means the Highest 
Brahman, which is a reality, and this rery Brahman 
is taught at the beginning of the paragraph aa the- 
objeet of meditation, for it is not possible to 
leaUse one entity by meditatiDg on another. 

The attsunment of Brabmaloka by the wor> 
shipper ahoutd not be regarded as sn insignificant 
fmit of the worship of the Highest Person, for it 
is a step in gradnal emancipation (Emma Mnkti). 
First he attains this Loka and then final beetatude. 


Terpie 5: The ‘tmall AkAta’ i* Brahman. 

In the prerioQS section the epithet ‘Highest 
Person,* being generally used with reference to the 
the Highest Brahmen, was taken to mean that. 
The opponent now follows Uxis argument and wants 
to interpret the word 'Akdsa' occurring in the texta 
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feo be taken np for diMoetioa in thi* section, •*- 
ether, that being the ordinary meaning of thr 
word. 


^ Tl^: U II 

fps Small becaiue of eubwjqnent texU. 

14 The small (Akftaa) (U Brahman) 
because of subsequent texts (which give 
ample indication to that effect) . 

••Now there ia in thia city of Brahman (the 
body) a emaU lotu»-like palace (the heart), and in> 
it a email AkAea. What exiata within that email 
AkAea ia to be eought, that ia to be nnderatood” 
(Chh. 8. 1. 1). Here the amall AkSaa’ ia Brahman, 
and does not mean ether, though it ia the or^nary 
meaning of the word; nor doee it mean the Jiea or 
indiridnal aonl, though there ia the qualification, 
‘amair, which may ahow that it ia a limited aome- 
thing. Why? Because the characteriatioa of 
Brahman occur later on in the text, "As large at 
thia (external) ether ia, ao large ia that Akiaa 
within the henrt" (Chh. 8. 1. S), which oleerly 
ahowB it ia'not actually email. Again Akiaa can¬ 
not be compared with itaelf, nor can the limi^' 
individual eoul be compared with the albpervading 
ether. Therefore the two are precluded. Then we 
have the oharmotariatiee of Brahman. “Both ths- 
earth and heaven are contained in it” (Ibid. 8. !■. 
3). which ahowa that thia Akiaa ia the support Of 
the whole world. “It is the Self, free from ainr 
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from old n^e'' «to. (Ibid. 8.1.6), oil ol wbieb 
ta-e diattaotly qualitiM of tbe Higbeot Bnbm«n. 

IWT l| eg' ^ II II 
Pi-oin going *od th« fiord % like- 
iwiae Ct' it is wen ^Sra^indjcMory sign ^ »nd. 

15. The Bmall Ak&sa (is Brahmaai) 
on account of going (into Brahman) and 
of the word: (Brahmalc^); (i.s. the indivi¬ 
dual sours going into Brahman) is likewise 
eeen (from other Sruti texts); and (the daily 
goin^) is an indicatory si^ (by which we 
can interpret the word Branm^oka). 

-> - Thia Sutn givM' further reasona that tha 
'amall AJUaa’ ia BrabiDan. 

“Ail those creaturea day after day go into tbia 
■Br^rnalofca. (aa. they are merged in Brahman 
while feat aehmp) and yet do not'' diaoover it” eto. 
KOhh. 8: 3/2). Thia text ahows that in deep eleep 
«U {Tiraa ge daily into the ‘email Ahi«a% called 
here Brahmaloha (the world of Brehnan), thoa 
showing that the 'imall Ak6»a* is Brahman. In 
other Smti texta aleo we find that thie going of the 
iadividnal aoul into Brahman in deep aleep is men- 
'tioned:' “He becomes united with the Beal (Sat), 
■iie is meeged in kia own aelf” (Ohh. 6. 6. 1). The 
word ‘Brahmaleka’ it to be interpreted as Brahman 
Ttsslf, and not aa the world of BrahmS, because of 
the indicatory sign in the text where it is laid that 
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Um Mral yow to UtU worlU overj daj, for it ii aofe 
posMblo to go to tke world of Brahznfi evory da;. 




II n II 


^OoacocMintof the wtpporting (of tim world 
by the Aktai) ^ tnoreovrr this grentoeea 

Brabmaa 99*1^ being aoen. 

16. Moreover on account of the sup¬ 
porting (of the world by the eanall AkAsa it is 
Brahman) for this greatness is in this^ 
(Brahman only from other scriptural texts). 

'‘That Self i» a banh, a liaitiag aupport, ib- 
that theee wdrldt loa; not get confeonded'’, (Chb. 
8. 4. l)~‘m which text ii teen the glory of the* 
‘•moll Akba’ by way of holding the worlda* 
aennder. It is learnt beyond doubt from other 
texts that this greatness of supporting belongs to- 
Brahman alone: "Under the mighty rule of that 
Immutable (Akshara), 0 Utrgi. the tun and mooiu 
are bold in their poeitions" (Brih. 8. 8- 9). See- 
aUo Ibid. 4. 4. 22. 


Because of tbo welUhnown (nteaolng) ^ also. 
17. Also because of the well-known 
meaning (of AkAsa as Brahman the ‘small' 
AkAsa' is Brahman). 

"Ahftaa it the revealer of all names and forms" . 
(Ohh. 8. 14. I); "All these beings take their.aisa> 
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from Ak&An «Ioa«'* (CUi. 1. 9. 1). In nH thea* 
;pana|re« 'Aklu’ atands for Brahman. 

ffir v(, gra^ wm^ ii u ii 

WVMVWifl^Becauao of the re&renee to the oiber 
( a. «. the individoal aool} be (the individual toul) 
H be said g do on aoeouat-oC 

impoeeibility. • 

18. Because of the refereiice to the 
■other (t.«. the individual aoul in a complO' 
xnent^ oassage) if it be said that be (the 
■individual soul) (and not Brahman is meant 
by the 'smaU Akdsa’), (we say) no, on 
■account of the impossibility (of such an 
.assumption). 

“Now that being’i the individnal aonl (Jiva) in 
• deep eleep, i^ieh having riaen above this earthly 
‘bw^” eto^ (Ofah.. 8. 8.<<4). Since in tide oomple- 
imenterj paeaage the individual aoul iS referred to, 
one may tey that the ‘email AkAaa’ of Chh. -8. 1. I 
ie aUo the individual soul. It cannot bej' for a 
■ comparison is made in Chh. 8. 1. 3 between the 
‘small Aktsa’ and 'the ether, which would be 
- abeord if by 'small Akftaa' Jiva were meant, 
beeaose there can be no comparison betwsen a thing 
that is limited like the individual soul and the alU 
pervading ether. The attributes like ‘free from 
evil' of this AkSsa, referred to in the passage under 
•discussion, cannot be true of the individoal sou). 
‘8« Brahman is meant in that passage. 
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' » nil 

9TfQ^From »ub9E<)iiCDt text« (inthe clMi)t«r) 

H with iu n*l nature made otaniicat, 


4 but. 


19. If (it be said) that from subeequeot 
teato (which contain references to the Jira, 
‘small Akosa’ means the Jiva) (we say) but 
^that reference to the Jiva is in so far as its) 
real nature (as non-different from Brahman) 
is made manifest. 


An objection it afsin'raised to juetify that 
the ‘small Akasa' tefen to the indiridoai eotU* In 
Chh. in the later sections, vts. sections 7«1I of 
chapter 8, the different etates of the indiridual soul 
are mentioned. Section 7 begins thus: “That eell 
which is free from tin ... is what is to be search* 
<ed’' etc. Then we have, “That person who is seen 
in the eye (the indiridnal soul) is the ealf” (Chh. 
S. 7. 4); “He who moree gloriffed in dreams is the 
e«lf“ (Chh. 8.10.1). “When a Wing is thus asleep, 
drawn in, perfectly eerene, and seee no dreams, 
that is the self" (Chh. 8.11.1). And ia each of 
these deecriptions of the eelt we have fqr it the 
•qualifying terms, ‘immortsJ and fearlee*', which 
i^ow that it it free from evil. It ia clear titaf here 
the individual soul is meant, and not tho Supreme 
liord, for the latter is free from theee three statea 
vis. waking, dream, and deep sleep; and itis alsoi 
said to be free from evil. Therefore ‘small Akiaa*: 
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is (h« procediog M^on nfefn to the Mul end not 
to the Snpretae Lord. 

Thii 6atre refntee thii and eay* that the refer- 
ea6e ii to the individaal eoul in iU real nature aa 
identical with Brahman and not to the individual 
aenl aa rach. "As toon aa it haa approached the 
highest light it appears in its own form. It (theii> 
is the Highest Panuha” (Chh. 8. 12. 3). Tt is onl^ 
as non-different from Brahman that the Jiva it; 
free from evil etc. and not as the indiTidnal Sonl. 

_ r r ' * 

TOtRT'. II ^6 11 

•FgWi Kor s diffircnt pttrpoar ^ and VwVl- tefo- 
renoe. 

20. And the reference (to the indivi¬ 
dual aoul) is for a different purpoec. 

The detailed referapM to the three ajtatas of the 
the individnal seal (^iva) is meant not to eetablish 
the nature of the individual soul as such, hut to. 
show finsUj its real nature, which is non-diflereot 
from Brahman. 

915^, II II 

Becauw of the Sruti declaring ita mall- 
it be mid IRl. tint 3^ bos already 
been explained. - 

31. If it be said that because the Sruti 
declares the limitedness (of this AkAsa) 
therefore it cannot refer to the all>pervading 
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Brahmao); (we say) that has already been 
explained (aa having reference to devout 
meditation only. Vide 1. 2. 7). ' 

Tttpic 6: 7'hat vhiek shining, everything 
thines is Brahman. 

In the leet section, in the text quoted (Cbh. 8. 
1.2. 3) there is mention of 'the highest light’. This 
^tion is introduced to prove that what was 
referred U> as 'light* is Brahman, and for this other 
texts are taken up for diecusuon in which titis 
’light’ is mentioned. 

^ II II 

e(f^: Because of the acting after CR9 Its ^ snd. 

22. Because of the acting after (i.«. 
shining after) (That which shining^, every¬ 
thing else shines) and (because by) Its (lignt 
everything else is lighted). 

’’Thsre the sun does not shine, nor the moon 
... It shining, -ererything else shines after It, 
by Its light all this is lighted” (Uu. 2. Z; 11). 
Here 'It' refers to the Supreme Brahman, the pure 
Oonsciousness, and not to any material light besides 
the sun and the moon. It is absurd to say that 
one light is lighted by another. Nor do we know of 
any material light besidee the eun that can light 
it. 'It shining, everything else shines’ shows 
it is the principle of Intelligence which s^ee first 
of all. 'By. Its light all this is lighted’ shows that. 


B. 8.—8 
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spokon lot«« l<ord or ruler of the put and 
future. It cannot be the indmdual soul, tbouj^h 
the limitataAa to eiie and reeidence in the centre of 
the bodjr by themMlvee might be more applicable 
in ita case. MhreOTer in reply to the request of 
Nachiketaa who wanted to know Brahman, Tama 
refers to thie being of the aise of a thumb thus; 
'“ntat which yon sranted to know ia this.” 


With reference to the heart 5 but 
fl3^-eifiwn!qRf.inan (alone) being entitled. 

25. But with reference to (the space in) 
the heart (the Highest Brahman is said to lie 
of the size of a thumb); (and becauae) man 
alone is entitled (to the study of the Vedas). 

How could the alUperrading Brahman be of 
the «taa of a thumb, aa atated by the prerioua 
Sutra f Because the apace in the heart ia of the 
eiae of a thumb, therefore Brahman, with referenoS 
to Ita abiding within that epace, ia deecribed aa 
being of the aiae of a thumb. Since Brahman 
abiciea within the heart of all living creaturee, why 
te the 'thumb’ used as a itandardP Because man 
Jklona is entitled to the study of the Vedas and to 
the different UphaanAa of Brahman preecribed in 
.them, therefore it ia with reference to him that the 
thumb ia used as the standard of meaeuremeut. 
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Topic Th« ripht of the pod* to *tudy 
of the Voda*. 

II 

' 9^^AboTo thoiu a1»o BftdariraoA 

(it u) possible. 

26. fBeings) above them (men) also 
(are entitled to the study of the Vedas) 
because (it is) possible (for them also to 
attain Knowle^o according to) BAda- 
rAyana. 

In SvtTM 26*38 there is a di^msion £rom the 
main topic in the Sectiun. A donbt znajr arise 
from the previous Sntra that as it is said t^t men 
alone are entitled to the study of the Vedas, the 
gods are thereby debarred. To remove this dooht 
this Sutra is given. The gode are also entitled to 
it. according to Badar&yann. Howf Because it is 
possible for them a].«o—since they too are corporeal 
being*—to hare a deeire for Brabmaloka or for 
final illumination and also to poeseM the necessary 
requisites (the four>lold qualification) for eueh 
illummatioD. In the Smti also we find Indra and 
other gods living the life of Brahnutcharys for 
attaining this knowledgs of Brahman. For in-, 
atance, (^. 8. 11. 3; alto Taitt. 3. 1, where the 
god Yamna is said to have possessed that Know¬ 
ledge which he teaches to his son Bhrign. 
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CcmtradictioQ to aacrifiocs 1% ^ if it 
be said si oot *ntv-S^PI^ the aiaumptioa of inanj 
ffonns) became it k found (ip |tbe tcr^urei). 


27. If it be Sftid (that the oorroreality 
•of the gods would involve) a contradiction to 
aacriiices; (we say) no. b^xiae we find' ^ 
the scriptures) the assumption (by the goes) 
•of many (forms at one and the same time). 

If gods possess bodies, then it wotild not be 
possible for one and tbs sane god to be preeent ia 
aacrifloee performed eimnltaneouelj at different 
places. This is tbe objection, which ie refuted by 
the latter part of the Sutra on the ground that the 
.gods, like the Yogis, owing to their Yoga powers 
are capable of tMuming several forms (Ehyavyuba), 
eimultaneously. See Cbh. 7. 26. 2. Again as a 
eaorifice consists in making offerings by the eacri- 
ficer to some divinity, many persons at tbe same 
time may make such offerings to a single divinity, 
even as many persons can at the same time lalute a 
-single person. 


91^ With regard to (Vodic) words ^ ^tl,if it be 
said if so from these (words) wnq. because’ Si 
the creation SR^W-eyAlHIuJW. from direct perception 
Sind inference. 
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28. If it be said (that the coEporealitr 
of the gods would involve a contradiction> 
with regard to (Vedic) words, (we say) no, 
because of the creation tof the world together 
with the gods) from these (woid^,. (as is 
known) from direct perception (Sruti) ^ and 
inference (Smriti). 

A farther objection i» raiMd with wsyect ^ 
tht corporMlitj of the god*. If they hare a body, 
they too like men woald be subject to bictiu and 
death*. Now all tire word* in the Yedae according 
^ to Parra Mini&ni*4 arc eternal. So aleo every word 
ha* for iU counterpart a form, an object which it 
denotes. The relation between a name or word and 
form (the object) is eternal. The word or name, ito 
object, and their relation are eternal ventiee. Now 
in the Veda* we find word* like ladra, Varana, 
etc.*—4he names of the god*. If theee god* are not \ 
eternal, eince they poeehae bodiee, then theee words- 
cannot have their eternal countorpasl, tixe object. 

So the eternity and authoritatireneee of the Veda*, 
whi^ are baaed on the eternal relation between the 
word and its object, would be a myth. This i* the 
main objection. It is answered thus.' Each word 
^ the Veda* ho* an objective counterpart which 
is not an individual but a type. The word ‘cow’, 
for itutanw. has for ita counterpart the 
object, which is \ type and aa such ia eternal and 
does not depend on the birth or death of indivi¬ 
duals belonging to that type. Similar ia the eaa» 
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with words lik« Indr*, Varnn*. «lc. Word* re- 
prMontiog tb* god* etc. h»Te for their oounterparl 
objecie th*t are tjpee and uoi indiTidnal*. Again 
Indra i* the name of any one who wonld oocnpy 
that enalted poeition, like the word ‘king’ in ordi¬ 
nary parlance. So there is no contradiction to 
Vedic words. As a matter of fact, the world in¬ 
cluding the gods etc. hare originated from Vedio 
word*. Thi* doe* not mean that the Vedic words 
conrtittte the material cauae of theee things, 
which Brahman alone is, as stated in Sntra 1. 1. 2. 
What then is meant P According to Indian philo- 
iKyhy the nniTers* and ita objects hare both 
name and form as the condition* of their mani¬ 
festation. There can be no mental state (Chitta- 
Tcitti) nnconditioned by name and form. Tbe 
thought ware first msaifoata as a worf and then 
as the more concrete form. The idea is the 
essence, and the form is> as it were, the outer 
crust. What is true of the iodiridual mind is 
also true of the cosmic mind. In this sense only 
is the world said to be created, rather manifeeted. 
from the Vedic words. This is endorsed by the 
Sruti and Smriti. In the Vedas it is said that the 
Lord uttered different words before creating differ¬ 
ent t 3 rp** of being*. Vide Brih. 1. 2. 4. “The 
eaeeral names, actions, and condition# of all things 
He shaped in tho beginning from the words of the 
Veda#'.' (Hantt> 1.21). 
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Ftota this very rcsMD ^ *ho the 

«t«ri9ity. 

29. From this very reason also (results) 
the eternity (of the Veaas). 

Since the ohjecU ai-e eternal, that it, godt etc. 
at t,ri>et are eternal, the Vedio wordt aw eternal. 
!n>ie eetabliehee the eternal nature of the. Yedat. 
The Vedas were not written by anybody. They 
are imperaunal and eternal. The Siihia only 
ditcoTerecI them but were not anthore of the Yedic 
tcxtu. “By meant of their poet good deed# (the 
prieeti) attained the capacity to understand the 
Vedei; (then) they found them dwelling in the 
Riehia" (Big*Veda 10.71.3), which ehowi that the 
Tedat are eternal. 

^??5TTn. 

^0 II 

Because of similar names tnd 
forme ^ and WHtft in the revolving of the world 
cycle* ejft even •jftftw do contradiction from 

the Sruti from the Smrid V and. 

30. And because of the aumeTnnte of 
names and forms (in every fresh cycle) there 
is no contradiction (to the eternity of the 
Vedic words) even in the revolving of the 
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-world oydes, as is seen from the Srati and 
tbeSmriti. 

An objection i« rsued. Sisco at tEe end of a 
4!ycle eTerjrtbing ia completaly deatroyad and crea« 
tiou b^ina afresh at the b^inning of the next 
■cycle, there ia a break in the continuity of exis¬ 
tence; so eTso as tyT>ee the Koda are not eternal. 
Thia upseta the eternal relation of Vedio worda and 
the objecta they rel>reeent, and oonaequently the 
•eternity of the Vedaa and thair authority fall to 
the ground. Thia Sutra refutes it. Just aa a 
person after sraking: from deep sleep finds no break 
in the continuity of existence, so alao in the state 
of Pralaya (end of a i^ele) the world ia in a 
potential state—in seed form—in ignorance, and 
not completely destroyed; at the beginning of the 
next cyde it is again manifested into a gross form 
with ail the previous variety of names and forms. 
As the world does not become absolutely n<m- 
-existent, the eternity of the relation between Vedio 
words and their objects is not contradicted, and 
conae<]oently the authoritativeneas of the Vedas 
oemains. This eternal existence of the world in 
gross and fine forma alternatively and the simila¬ 
rity of the names and forms are brought out by the 
Sruti and Souriti texte. "Aa formerly the Lord 
ordered the sun and the moon, heaven, earth, the 
eky" etc. (Rig-Veda 10. 190. 3). 
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ti W ii 

ir^r^ lo Ikltdliu Vidjrft otc. *H.i*Hlil.on »04^ut 
of tbe impossibititjr wfilCif dis4iuiUflciition 
Jfeimini (is of opinioo ). 

31. On aocoont of tbe impoBsibiUtv (of 
tbe gods) being qualified for Madhu Vidya 
etc. Jaimini (is of opinion that the gods) are 
not qualified (either for Upi^nfts or for tho- 
knowledge of Brahman). 

In man; of tbs UpAmnAs (clorout rnodita* 
tions) a psnon it asked to meditate on the mI! of 
eomn god or other. For example, in Madhn VidjA 
one IS to meditate on the snn as honey (something 
helpfnl). Such a meditation will be impoeeible for- 
the suB<god. Hence in Upfcsanis where one has to- 
meditate on the self of certain gods, these divi¬ 
nities themselves would naturally be diequalified; 
for the aame person cannot be lK>th tbe object of 
meditation and the worshipper. So Jaimini thinks- 
thst the gods sre not qualified for these devout 
meditations or for the knowledge of the Supreme- 
Brahman. 

wr?TW II M 

As mere spheres of light bocause 
(used) in the sense ^ and. 

32. And (the gods are not qualified for 
VidyAs) because (the words ‘sun’, ‘moon’,. 
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etc., spoken of as gods) are used in the sense 
of mere spheres of lignt. 

A further objection u Briren. There ii no 
proof M to the exUtenoe of gode with henda, feet, 
etc., and with deeiree—which would qualify them 
for meditattoae and Knowledge. These are mere 
names of planets and luminary objeets and as such 
are material inert things. Consequently they are 
not qualified for any kind of Vidyfi <meditqtionl 
preecribed in the scriptures. 

g arfei % n II 

'• y» • 

i|4 The existence (of qualification) 9 bnt eiaw’l* 
f ) Bidariyana ( fnaintaina ) *1% does exist ^ 
because. 

3S. But BAdar&yana (maintains) Uie 
existence (of quulification on the part of the 
gods for the knowledge of Brahman), because 
(all those causes like body, desires, etc., 
which qualify one for such knowledge) do 
exist (in the case of the gods). 

Bftdsriyana thinks that besides the luminary 
orbe like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a 
presiding deity of that name with body, intelU' 
gence, desires, etc., and as such there being all the 
eansee which can quality them for the UplMnls 
and Supreme Knowledge, the gods also are en¬ 
titled to them. The fact that the sun-god cannot 
be-entitled to Uadbu Vidyk because be cannot 
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mtfditaU od th« san, ».«. biauelf, does not 
diNqualify him for other devout xn^it&tiona or for 
the knowledge of Brahman. Similar is the case with 
other gods. 

Topic 9: The right of the i'^vdror to the ifudy 

of th« Vodoi ditCU4$$d. 

I^GriefWW his from btarinc his 

(the Kishi's) oontemptuoas words 9^ that (grief) 
WKWia owing to bis npiiroacbioK is referred 
to % becsusc. 

34. His (King JAnasruti’s) grief 
(aroee) from hearing the contemptuous 
words (of the Kishi in the form of a swan); 
owing to 1^ approaching (Ruikva over¬ 
whelmed with) that (grief) (Raikva called 
him Sudea); bkause it (the grief) is referred 
to (b}' Raikva, who could re^ his mind). 

In the previous Sutra it has been shown that 
the gods are entitled to the Tedas and Knowledge. 
This Sutra discusses whether the Sudras are en¬ 
titled to them or not. Since, like the gods, the 
Sudras also are possessed of a body, strength, and 
desires, it naturally follows that . thsy .tcm are 
entHlsd. In ChhAndogya 4.2.b Raikva at first 
calls Jfinssruti, a Sudra, when he comes for instruc¬ 
tion with presents, which are refused. 'But when 
he appeora a second time, Roikva again calls him a 
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SndrA, bat thii time aceepU hi* presenta end 
liuB. So it u maintained that the Sadraa 
^alao are qualified for Knowled^. 

Thii Sutra refute* the Tiew and d^uee the right 
to the etudy of the Vedas for a Sudra by caste, since 
the word 'Sudra' occurring in the text referred lo- 
does hot denote a Sudra by birth, which is it* cm- 
vehtional meaning, for J&nasruti was a Ethateiya 
king {Chh. 4. 1. 8). Here we most take iho ety¬ 
mological meaning of the word, which is He 
x^ud into grief" or "He in hie grief |imm*diately 
approached Eaikra," The following Sutra also 
sbowe that he was a Kahatriya. 





( Hi* ) Ksliatriyahood being known 
and arwflr later on felT^by the indicatory aign 
( of his being meotinned ) along with a dceccndaut 
of Chitraratha ( a Kahatriya ) 

35. And because the Kshatriyahe^ 
(of JfinasTQti) is known later on by the in- 




with a descendant of Chitraratha (a Ksha- 
triya). 

Jinasruti is mentioned with the Kebstriya 
Ghaitraratba Abhipratirin in connection with 
game Vidyi, and so we can infer that J&naemti also 
-was a Kahatriya, for as a rule equals alone are 
mentioaed together. 
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II II 

Purificatory ocremoniet being men¬ 
tioned SfHWMifiwwin iu absence being declared 
. and. 

36. Because purificatory ceremonies are 
mentioned (in the case of the twice-born] 
and their absence is declared (in the case oi 
the Sudras). 

Purifieatory oeremoniee like Upanayaaa eto. 
are declared by thn scriptarea to be a oeceeM^ 
enodition of tke study of all kinds of knowledge or 
Tidyi; but these are meant only for the higher 
castes. Their absence in the case of the Sudras is 
repeatedly declared in the scriptoree. “Stidras do 
'^ot incur sin (by eating prohibited food), nor have 
they any purificatory rights" etc. (Manu lO. 12. 
■6). OonsequenUy they are not entitled to the 
study of the Yedas. 

^ II ^vs II 

On the ascertainment of the absence 
of that ( Sudrabood ) W and tlftT* from inclination. 

37. And because the inclination (on 
^ part of Gautama to impart Knowleage 
is seen only) on the ascertainment of the 
absence of Sudrahood (in J&b&la Satya- 
kAma). 

That Sudns are not qualified is known also 
from the fact that great teachers like Oa utams 
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jnsde sore before imparting KnowbiKlge that di»* 
ciplea like Jib&la Satynkima were not Sndraa. 
See Chh. 4. 4. b., 

li ii 

t«^.«r49t-ari-9SlW|,Becau»e of the prohibition 
of hcaringt ■Cadsriag and anderstaadiog in the 
Smriti ^ and. 

$8. And beoau^ of the prohibition in 
the Smriti of hearing and studying (the 
Vedas) and knowing their meaning and per¬ 
forming Vedic rites (to Sudras, they are not 
entiiied to the knowledge of Brahman). 

Sutraa 34-38 disqualify the Sudro for tha 
hnowladge of Brahman through the study of the 
.Vedas. But it is pcesible for them to attain that 
knowledge through the Purknas aud the epks 
KB&ufiyaBa and Mafafcbkikrata). 

The digresaiou begun from Sutra 26 ends here 
and the general topic is again taken up. 

Topic 10: The PrSna in tohicA rverythinp tremhlss 
tr Brahman. 

In topic 7 it was proved that the reference to 
the Jiva was to inculcsite the knowledge of 
Brahman, as the former is really identical with 
Brahman. But in the text to be discussed 'PrAna' 
cannot refer to Brahman, as such identity is 'not 
poMiblfr-^thifl seems to be the line of thinking 'of 
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the opponent, who theroiore takes np this topic for 
(HscuMion. f- ■ I i 

II 11 

vcqsnn On scoonnt of vibration. 

39.' (Pr&na is Brahman) on account of 
the vibration (spoken of the whole world). 

“Whatever there is in the whole world has 
come ont of and trerobles in the Prkna" etc. (Koth. 
2. tl. 2). Here 'Pr&lUt’ is Braliman and not the 
vital force. WhyP First because of the context, 
since Brahman is the topic in the previous and 
subsequent texts. A^rnin “The whole world trem¬ 
bles in PrAns’’—in this we have reference to qn 
attribute of Brahnian. It bein^r the abode of the 
whole world. It.is the cause of the life of the whole 
world including the Prana. Lastlj, immortality is 
declared to him who knows this Pr&na and ‘Prlina’ 
is also often used to denote Brahman in the Sruti. 

Topic 11: The ‘iipht’ w Bmhmon. 

In the last topic *Pr2na* was taken to mean 
Brahman from the context. But in the text token 
up for disensoioB in thie topic, there is no such con¬ 
text bj which ‘light* con be taken to be Brahman 
—eo says the opponent. 

11 Vo II 

ajiQli Light on acconnt of (Brahsaan) being 


seen. 
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40. Light (ift Brahman) on account of 
(Brahma) being seen (as the subject of the 
texts). 

“Tban «loei that sereae Wng> arising from tbs 
bodj. appear is its’ own form as toon as it has 
approached the highest light'' (Chh. 8. 12. 8). 
Here 'highest light' stands for Brahman. Why? 
Because Brahman is the subject of the whole 
section. The 'highest light' is also called the 
Higbeet Pereon in that text itself later on. Free¬ 
dom from the body ia said t^v belong to that being 
which is one with this 'light.* Disembodied state 
or Freedom can ariae only from being identified 
with Brahman. 

Topic 12: The AkAta vhich rovtali ixmei 
and fomu it Brahman. 

< 11 * 1 n v? n 

erm: Akasa bccauso it is 

declared to be something different eto. 

41. Ak&sa (is Brahman) because it is 
declared to be something different etc. (from 
names and forms and yet their revealer). 

"That which is called Akisa is the rerealar of 
all names and forms. That within which these 
names and foams are, is Brahman, the immortal, 
the SalP’ (Chh. 8.14J). 

Here ‘Akfiea’ is Brahman. Why? Betmase 
names and forma ore said to be within dtie i>ktea« 


in.a.^' 
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wkicb ia tk«r«(or« different from theM. In this 
phenomenal world everything U conditioned by 
name and fonn> and Brahman alone ie beyond 
them. ia aaid tfa be the reTealer of namee 

and forma; and aa the Inner finler oi the whole 
world of names and forma it cannot be anything else 
hot Brahman. Moreover, epithets like 'Infinite,' 
'Immortal,' ‘Self’ also show that ‘Aklaa’ here refers 
to Brahman. 

Topic 13: Th* Self contitUng of knowledge 
it Aot the individual soul but Brahman, 

In the previous topic because Akfiaa was spoken 
of as different from names and forms, it was taken 
as brahman. This argument is objected to by the 
opponent, who cites that even difference is apokeu 
of with respect to the individaal soul and 
Brahman, who are really identical. 8o this topic 
is taken up for discussion. 



In deep sleep and death ^ as 

different 

42. Because of the Supreme Self being 
shown as different (from the individual soul) 
in the states of deep sleep and death. 

In the sixth chapter of the Brihadtianyaka 
Vpanishad, in reply to the queetidn,. "Which is that 
Self’-’ <4. 3. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature 
of the Self is given. The question ia whetiier the 
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S«U it tht Supreme Self or the individuel aoul. 
Thie Sutra eaye it ia the Supreme Self. Why? 
Because it is ahown to be different from the indi* 
eidual aelf in the state of deep sleep and at the 
time of death. ‘'Tbie pereon, embraced by the 
■upremely intellifrent Self, knows nothing that is 
without or within" (Brih. 4. 8. 21), which shows 
that in deep sleep the ‘person’ which represents the 
Titdieidual soul, ie different from the Supreme Self, 
calle<l here the supremely intelligent ^11. 

The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the 
abeeaco of the knowledge of external things and 
things within in deep sleep can be predicated only 
of tbe individual soul, which is the knower, and the 
supremely intelligent Self ie Brahman because such 
intelligonee can be predicated of Brahman only. 
Similarly at the time of death. (Brih. 4. 3. 35) 
Therefore Brabman is the chief topic in this section. 
The extensive discourse on the individual eonl in 
this section is not to establish its Jivahood, but in 
ehow that it is in reality not different from 
Brahman. 

II II 

43. On account of words like 'Lord’ 
otc. (the Self in the text under discussion is 
Supreme Self). 

Epithets like ‘lord,’ *Buler,’ etc. are applied 
to the ‘Self’ discussed in the text (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 
22), and &eee«re apt only in the case of Brahman, 






CHAPTER I 


Sbctiok IV 

In topic 6, Motion 1, it hat bean »hown that M 
the S&nkh;»n Pradh&na is not based on scriptural 
authority and that w the Sruti texts all refer to ^ 
intelligent principle M the Piwt Cause, Brahman 
is that Fixat CauM. In all the subeequent Sntns of 
the first three sections it has bean shown how all the 
Vedfinta texts refer to Brahman. Now the fact that 
the PradhSua is not based on eoriptnral authority 
is questioned by the opponent, and his objectioiu 
are being answered. The whole of section 4 practi* 
colly answers all objections from the SAnkhyen 
stumipoint. 

Tttpie 1: Tho i/<ihat oiu/ deyoftto of Ou Katha 
t/ponuhad do Ml rtftr to tho .SanhAj/oi* 
catd^britt. 

In the last topic of the preTions eection, by a 
reference to the well-known individual soul, 
Brahman, which is not so well known, was taught. 
So the opponent in this topic holds that ^e refer¬ 
ence to Avyakta in the text to be quoted should be 
taken to deal with the well-known S&nkhyan cate¬ 
gory. 
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text, and ao they are recognised to be tlie eame cat«- 
goriec of the SAnkhyaa. 

This Sutra after raisiofr this objection refute# 
it thus: The irord *AT>akta' is used in connection 
with a simile referring to the body, and doe# nut 
refer to the Pradhina. In that wwd we recognise 
something mentioned in an earlier text. "Know 
that the sou) is the rider of the chariot and the 
body the chariot. Consider the intellect to be the 
charioteer and the mind the reins. The nnses, 
they say, are the horses, and their roads are the 
eense^bjecta” etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 3^. AU these 
things diet are referred to in these Tereee are to be 
found in the following: "The objects are superior 
to the sensee, the mind is superior to the object, 
the intellect is superior to ths mind, ths Mshst is 
superior again to the intellect, the Aryakta is supe¬ 
rior to the hlahat, and the Pumsha is superior to 
the Avyakta. Xothing is superior to ths Purusha," 
etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 10-11). 

Now compare these two quotations. The 
senses, mind and intsUsct, mentioned in the earlier 
texts, are to be found in theee later texts. The 
Atman of the earlier texts is denoted by the 
‘Purusha* of the later ones. The Mahat of the 
later texts means the cosmic intellect and so is in¬ 
cluded in the intellect of the earlier texts, where 
it is used in a oomprehensiTe sense to include both 
the indiridnal and cosmic intellects. What 
remains is only the body in the earlier texts, and 
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3. On account of it« dependence (on 
the Lord), it tito in (with our theory). 

It m*y b« if » iuhtle c<mdi- 

■tion of the groee worW ie thue admitted, it U a» 
ifood ai acoepting the Pradhiim. Thii Sutra 
make« the differeor* clear. While the PradhSna 
of the Stokhyae U an independent entity, the 
eubtle caneai condition admitted here ie dependant 
«n the Supremo Lord. Such a cauaal condition 
hae necaeearily to be admitted, for without that 
the Lord oannot create. It ia the potential power, 
the caueal potentiality inherent in Brahman. It 
ia Ueeoience. That explain* why, when one t 
ignoiance ie destroyed by Knowledge, there is no 
poeaibility of that liberated soul getting »nto 
hondege again. About thia ignorance you can 
neither aay that it ia nor that it ia not; it la an 
illuaion and ao it ia reasonably eaWtd undeyeloped 
(Aryakta). This ignorance or creative power can¬ 
not create of itself without the instnunentality of 
■the Lord. The illusion of a snake in a rope U not 
poekible merely tlirongh ignorance wilhoct the 
rope. So also the world cannot be created merely 
by ignorance without the subetratum, the Lord. 
Hence it is dependent on the I»ord. Yet the Lord 
is not in the least affected by tbia ignorance, even 
ns the poison does not affect the snake which ha* 
it 'Know then Prakriti is Mkya and the great 
Lord the ruler of Mkyft’* (Svel 4. 10). ^ the 
Avyakta is a helper. •* it were, to Iswara in His 
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creation, and faenca auoh an Avyakta dep«nd«nt on 
Uie Lord is significant and has to be admitted, 
■a^s the Sutra. 

II )l II 

because it is nc-t mentioned ( as aome> 
thing ) to be known R and. 

4. And because it is not mentioned 
(that the Avyt^ta) is to be known (it cannot 
be the Pradb&na of the S^nkhyas). 

Jiibaration, according to the S&nkhyas, results 
when the difference between the Purusha and the 
Avyalrta (Prakrit!) is known. Hence the ATyakta, 
with then, is to be known. But here there is no 
question of knowing the ATyakta, and as such it 
cannot be the Pradhina of the SBokhyas. 

^, F, snwt ft; MSiWin, II li 

W(% Docs state 1% if it bo said S no Rig: 
vutclligeat Self % for W*lltl,froni tho context. 

5. If it be said (that the Srnti) does 
state (that the Avyakta has to be known and 
therefore it is the Pradh&na); (we say) no. 
for (it is) the intelligent (Supreme) Self 
(which is meant), einoe that is the topic. 

"He who has perceived that which is without 
sound, without touch . . . beyemd the Mahat 

(Oreiti) and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws 
of d'iath’' 'Hath. 1. 3. Jd). The SSnkhyas bold 
that in this taxi the Sruti says that the Pradh&na 
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hu io be known lo attain ITreedom; for tie d*»* 
criptjon given of the entity to be known talliee 
with the piadhiua. which ia nUo beyond the 
l£ahat. The Sntra refutoe thie eaying that hy 
AvyakU, the one beyond the Mahat (Great) etc., 
the intelligent (Supreme) Self U meant, aa that i» 
the (Eubject-matter of that aection. 

II ^ II 

!WrtI*^Qf throe only ^ and thua 
iulroduotion JW quoatioft ^ and. 

6. And thus the question and elt^d- 
ation with reference to three only (of which 
the Pradhftna ia not one) (ia consistent). 

In the £atbA Upnniahad Nachiketaa adca< 
Varna three question* only, rt>. about the fire 
(aacrifice), the individual soul, and the Supreme 
Self. The Pradhftna i* not mentioned. So we 
cannot expect Yama to go out of his way and 
treat of the Pradhftna, which has not b«n inquired 
into. 

ITfSl II « II 

nCPI Like Mahat ^ and. 

7. ‘ And like Mahat (the word ‘Avyakta 
does not refer to any S&nkhyan category). 

The llahat according to the Sftnkhyas means 
ths fiiat-bom, the cosmic intelligence; but in tho 
Vedio text* it is oMociatod with the word 'Solf* 
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PuMagw lil(« “The Uahut (Qreat) ia aaperior to 
the intellect” ®ath. 1. 8. 10), clearly ihow that it 
}« Tued in a dillereDt eenae irom the intellect and 
refer to the Self in different aepeete. Similarly 
though the Avyakta in the SAnhbya philoeophy 
may mean the Pradhhna or Prakriti, in the Smti 
text* it means tometbiug different. So the Pra* 
■dhSna is not based on scriptural authority but is a 
mere inferred thing. 

Topic 2: Ths tri’coloured Ajd of the Sostdeoatora 

UpanUhad u not the Sdnkhifcn Pradhdna. 

In the last topic the opiionent was refuted on 
the ground that the mere mention of the word 
‘Aryakta’ was not snfilcient reason to identify it 
«s the S&nkhyan cat^37 called the Prodhlna. 
The opponent hen* givee more analogies from the 
Sroti texts to uphold his view. 

II d H 

^imt^Like the bowl e^A^Nl^for want of special 
characteristics. 

8. (The word 'Aj&’ cannot be asserted 
to mean the Pradb&na) for want of special 
characteristics, as in tne case of the bowl. 

.“I'bere is one Aji, red, white, and black 
producing manifold offspring of tha aaroe appear* 
unctt (colour)” (Seet. 4. 6). Tha question is 
whether this ‘A)i' refers to the SSnkhya category 
Prakriti or Ur the hns elemento fire, water, aznl 
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eartti. The S&nkhyM hold that 'AjS' hors mean* 
th* Pradhina, the unborn: rod, whito, and 

black refer to it* three conatituent*, the Onno*— 
Sattra, Bajos, and Tunas. This Sutra refates 
this, sajing that in the absence ol special choimc* 
taistics there ie no basis for such a special asser¬ 
tion. The text con be iaterpretad othenrise also. 
'‘There is a bowl ^at ha* it* opening below and 
bulging at the top” (Brih. 2. 2. 3). It is impos* 
able to doaide from the text itself what kind of 
bowl is meant. So also it is impossible to fix the-' 
meaning of ‘Ajfi’ from the text alone. Aj in the 
oaae of the bowl the ooinplemeniory texta fix what 
kind of bowl is meant, so also here we hare to- 
refer fiiis paaaage to supplementarj scriptural texts 
to fix the meaning of ‘Aja’ and not asaert that it 
means the Pradh&na. 


g, wr ii ^ it 

'Xflldtwaw ( Element* ) bopnniiis with light 
but tra so % because read some. 


9. But (the elements) beginitiog with, 
light (are meant by the word A}&). because 
some read so. 

The Chhindogja assigns to ths slsmsnt* fire, 
water, and earth, created by the Lord, red, white,, 
and black colours. Vide Chh. 6. 2. 2-4 and 6. 4. 1. 

l%iS passage flxesr the meaning of the wotik 
''Aik”, here. If refers to ths three elemeBtor 7 ~ 
sQ^tances vis. fire, earth, and water, from which 
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4b« rat of ib# orcatiou has be«Q prodoco^. It is 
sot the Pr&kriti of the Stokbjss ooBaisting of the 
three Gbdss. Id the fomer iotorpretation the 
tbre« colours can be takeo in their priiuBry eezise, 
whereas they cao represeut the three Qunaa in a 
eeooodaiy sense only. Uoreuver, the force of the 
recognition of the ijratl is stronger; that is to aay, 
if we can beyond doubt recognise in this passage 
what is elsewhere mentioned in t&e Smtii that will 
be more reasonable than to recognise categories of 
« Snriti in the Smti texts. 

II II 

lastructioii having been given 
through V sod imairery as in the cate of 

'honey' etc. no incongruity. 

10. A^d iDstruction having been ^ven 
through the ima^^ery (of a goat) (there is) no 
inoon^ity, (even) as in the case of 'honey' 
(ttaoaing for the sun in Madbuv1dy& ‘for 
the purpose of devout meditation)’and hudi 
other cases. 

The word ‘Aji* refers to something unbeni; 
so how can it refer to the three causal elements ef 
the Chh&ndogya, which are something created? 
It is incongruous, says the objector. 

There is no incongruity in it, answers the 
‘Sutra, u the elements are spoken of through the 
imagery of a she-got (Aj8). Eves as the sun in 
Madbuvidyt is sepresentsd' as honey in the text. 
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"The lua indeed ii the honey” (Cht. 3. 1. 1), no 
aIm ore the three elementary eubstances of the 
Cbb&ndogya reproeented oe the goat. A ebe^goat 
may be black, white, and red, and may gWe birth 
to offspring repreeenting her in colour. Similarly 
out of the combination of fire, water, and earth, 
baring red. whiU, anj black coloore reepectively, 
are product^ all the inanin^te and animate beings 
of eimilar colours. The combination of the fine 
elements, fire, water, and earth U hen epoken of 
by the imagery 'of a tri'ooloured goat, and that is 
why it ia called an AjS, which doee not however 
mean unborn. / 

Topic 3: The fivefold free people of Brih. 4. 4. 17 
ore not the Ueenty-five S6nkhyan caUgoriet. 

11 n II 

n Sot oven from the statement of 

the numbor ftHlsnit^oa account of the differences 
eillt^oo account of the exocM S and. 

11. Even from the statement of. the 
number (fivefold five, «.e., twenty-five cate¬ 
gories, by the Sruti, it is) not ^ be pre¬ 
sumed that the Sruti refers to the tradhana) 
on aooount of the differences (in the catero- 
rieal and the excess (over the number of the 
S&DKhyan categories). 

“Hafln vdileh the five groups of ;^-and 
ths (subtle) ether are placed, that very Atman” sip. 
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fBrili. 4. 4. 17). Now five times five make& 
twenty-five, which i« exactly the number o( th^ 
SInkhy&n categroriee. So the Stokhyu eay that 
here is the scriptunl authco’ity for their philo> 
e<^hy. This Satra refutes surh on assumption. 
For the Sfinkhyaa rate^ries cannot be divideH 
into j^ups of five on any basis of similarity, (or 
all the twenty-five cptettories differ from each 
other. Secondly, the mention of the ether in the 
text as a eeparate category would make the num¬ 
ber twenty-eix in all, contrary to the Shnkhyan 
theory. 

Tim vital foroo etc. VfiftNtn because of 
the compUmeoUry |»saagG. 

12. iThe five people referred to are) 
the vital force etc., because iym find it to bo 
so) from the complementaiy passage. 

‘‘They who know the vital force of the vital 
force, the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the 
food of the food, the mind of the mind,’' ^tn. 
(Brih. M4dhy. 4. 4. 21). The 'five people’ rofer 
to tikis vital force and the other four of the t«xt» 
whioh ore oHod to deeoribe Brahman. 



By light some si^.iood' not 

boiog mentioned. 
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13. (In the text) of some (the KAnva 
i^nsibn) food not being mentioned (m the 
complementary passage referred to in the 
previous Sutra) (the number is made up) by 
'light’ (mentioned in the previous verseV 

“That immortal Iiight of lighta tha goda 
wonhip u longovitT" (Brih. 4. 4. 16). Though 
food it not mentioned in the test cited in the last 


Sutra according to the Efinra recension of the 
Satnpatha Br&hmana, yet the four of that verse, 
together with ‘Ughf mentioned in the text cited 
above, would make the ’five people’. 


Topic 4: There u no ccniradicticn in th« tcripUtrcs 
04 rcffordi the fact that Brahman w the Fint 
Cau4C. 


In the last three topics it has bean shown that 
the PradhAna of the Sankhyas is not based on the 
soripturea, and consequently it was established 
that all the Sruti texts refer to Brahman as the 
First Cause. The opponent now tries to show that 
as the VedAnta texts contradict each other with 
respect to the order of creation, they are therefore 
of doubtful import, and consequently it is safer to 
accept the PradbAna, which is established by 
reason and inference, as the First Cause. 

: n w n 

As the ( First) Cause ^ and aa 
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retards «iber and ao on being re- 

proaented ( in other texts ) as taught ( in one text ). 

14. (Although) as regards (things 
created, lilce) ether and so on (the Ved&nta 
texts differ), (yet there is no such conflict 
with respect to Brahman) as the First Cause, 
(on account of Its) being represented (in 
one text). 

The Stnkhyaa contend that though the 
PradhBna cannot be the Firet Caoae according to 
the Srati, jet Brahman aleo cannot be taken to be 
the First Cauae taught by the Sniti. Why? 
Becauie there is.conflict aa regard! , the -.order of 
creation; for eome texta say that it ia AkAaa that 
was first produced from Birman, some aay that 
it is Pr&na, others that it is fire. This Sutra says 
that thongh there are conflicting eiews with r«e> 
peck to - things created, that is, aa regards Uie 
order of creation, yet since it is not the main 
object of the Smti to teach about creation, it 
matiere little. The main object in these descrip¬ 
tions ia to teach that Brahman is the First Cause, 
and with reepect to this there ia no conflict; for 
every Tedinta text bolds that Brahman is that. 

^ II 

15. On account-of the oonnection (with 
passage referring to *Bra|iiaan, .nra-ezis- 
tence does not mean absolute iKfti*h:i^beDce). 


CZ—.«.« 
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A furtlier objection ie r»iMd that even u 
regnrda First CaoM tbere ia a conflict,' for some 
text* aaj that the Self created these worlds (Ait. 
Ar. 2. 4. 1. 2-9), others say that creation origi¬ 
nated from non-existence (I'aitt. 2. 7). Again 
existence it tanght as the First Caus^ in some 
texts (Chh. 6. 2. 1*2). Spontaneous creation also 
is taught by tome texts (Brih. 1. 4. 7). On 
account of these conflicting texts it cannot be 
said that all the Tedanta texts refer to Brahman 
nnifnrmly as the First Cause. These objeotions 
are answered as follows: "This was indeed non¬ 
existence in the beginning" (Taitt. 2. 7). Non¬ 
existence here does not mean absolute non¬ 
existence but undifferentiated existence. Bziat- 
ence was at the beginning undifferentiated into 
name and form. In the tezte of the Taittihya 
Upoiiiehad Brahman is definitely dsecribed as not 
being non-existence. "He who knows Brahman 
as non-existing becomes himself non-existing. 
He who knows Brubman as existing is known by 
sages as existing" (Taitt. 2. 6). This Brahman is 
•gain described as having wished to be many and 
created tbii world. ‘Again "How can that which 
ie be created from non-existenceP" (Chb. 6. 2. 2) 
clearly denies such e possibility. "Now this was 
then undifferentiated" (Brih. 1. 4. 7), dose not 
speak of spontaneous creetion without a ruler, for 
it ia connected with another passage where it is 
said, '"He has entered here to the very tips of the 
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(Brih. 1. 4. 7), where 'He’ refer* to 
thi* ruler, and hence we have to take that the 
Lord, the ruler, developed what was undeveloped. 
Similarly Brahman, which is deicribed in one 
place as existence, is referred to in another place 
n* being the Self of aU. by the word 'Atman'. 
So all text* uniformly point to Brahman aa the 
Pirst Cause, and there is no conflict as regards 
this. 

Topic 5: He who u the v%ak«r of the tun. 
moon, etc,, tl Brahman oncf not PrAnkt (the vttof 
forced Of the tndivufval towf. 

Id the last topic the word 'existence’ occur¬ 
ring in one passage helped us to interpret non¬ 
existence occurring in another passage ae un¬ 
differentiated existence and not absolute non¬ 
existence. But the opponent now takes up for dis¬ 
cussion- texts where the words 'Prina' etc. can¬ 
not be reasonably interpreced to mean Brahman, 
(hough It is mentioned in another text. 

^msTf^Rtnaii II 

Because ( it) denotes the world. 

16. (He of whom all this is the work 
is Brahman) because (the work) denotes the 
world. 

"He. 0 B&lflki,' who is the maker of these 
persons (whom you mentioned), and whose work 
this is—is alone-4o be known" (Earn 4. 19). In 
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ilxiB iection Biliki first describes the ssreral in> 
dividoal souls wsidiug m the son, mooo, ether, eto, 
as BrahnuQ. Ajitftsatru soys that the« are act 
the true Brahman and proceeding to teach the 
teal Brahman says, “He who ia the maker of theao 
persons ia alone to bo known and not .these 
pereons.” Here who is the maker of the sun. 
moon, etc. is the question. The opponent hoWs 
be is either the chie( PxAna oe the indiTidual soul. 
He is the chief Pr4na," for the octSTity of motidn 
connected worif refers -to Prana, ajpi''®r4na 
is also mentioned in .a «oinpl«inentA^Ap«io»g»i‘ 
“Then he becomee osr wi%|^t Pr&na(- nlone*’ 
<Kau. 4, 20). It may also be the lira, for in “As 
the ihaster feeds with.his people. . . thus do« 
the conscious self feed with the other seifs" (Kan. 
4. 20) it is referred to. The Sutra refute* all this 
and says it is Brahman - that is referred to by 
‘maker' in the test; for Bmhroau is taught here. 
“I teach you Brnhtnan." Again 'this'/ 

which means the world, is his work—which clearly 
points out that the ‘he' is none other than 
Brahman. Therefore the maker is neither Pr&na 
nor the individual soul, but the Supreme Lord. • 


d«VIVllflH,|| II 
On account of cbaneterisUce 
of the iadividual eoul and the chief PrOna V not 
^ ^if it be said ntlthat hat already been 

explained. ' 
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17. If it be said that on account of the 
characteristics of the individual soul and 
the chief Prftna ^ be fouhd in the text. 
Brahman is) not (referred to by the word 
‘maker* in the passage cited), (we reply) 
that has already explained. 

See note on 1. 1. 31. 

For another purpoeo 3 but Sfttfc Jaioiini 
becauae of the question and eluckU- 
UoD Sfft Qtoreover (^thas aomo. 

18. But ( the sage) Jaknini (thinks 
thtt the reference to tl^ individual soul in 
the text) has another purpose bk-ause of the 
question and answer; moreover thus some 
(the V&jasanejins) (read in their recension). 

Even the roforvnce to tho individual loul iit 
th« said chaptar of the Eauthitaki Upanuhad baa 
a different purpoee. and that is not to propound 
the indiTidual soul hut Brahman by showin^r that 
the individual soul is different from Bmhman. 
The queetiona, “\Vbere did the person thus sleep? 
Whore was he? Wbenoo came he thus back?” 
(Eau. 4. 19) refer clearly to something different 
from the individual soul. And so does the answer 
(Ibid. 4. 20) say that the individual soul is 
merged in Brahman in deep sleep. The BrihadS- 
ranyoka Bpanishad, where alao this convenation 
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occur*,. cljMrly point* oat Uie indiTidoftl aodl by 
the term 'Vioain»ai«y»', the person oonsistiag of 
eogoition, and dietinguiehas it from the Supreme 
Self. (Brih. 2. 1. 16*17). 

Topic S: Tho Solf to be eeen througl^ hearing 
ote. u lirahmm. 

In the lait topic the text under discoseion 
wse iaterproted to nefer to Brahman, because the 
section begins with Brahman: “I will teach you 
Brahman.*' Following the same argument the 
opponent cites Brih. 2. 4. 6 and argues that since 
the eection begins with the iudiridual soul, the 
self to be seen referred to in this text is the in* 
diridual soul aad not Brahman. 

aoconnt of the connected meaning 

of paaeages. 

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, 
etc. Ih Br^man) on account of the connected 
meaniifg of the passages. 

*'The Self, my dear llaitreyi, should be 
realised—should be heard of. reflected on, and 
meditated apon. By the realisation of the Self, 
my dear, through hearing, refleotion, and medita- 
taon, all this is known" (Brih. 2. 4. 6). In this 
psseage the Supreme Self is referred to, end not 
the indiridusl soul. Whyf In the whole ssetion 
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Br*bftai, a touted. It hegins with lUitreyi-g 
qwtjon WiU wealth ^ me iiDmortelityf* and 
TijnaTalk^ aniwere that wealth, mcrifloe, etc 
^11 not obtain that immortality. She then aaks 
to that which will give her immortality, and 
TijnaTalk^ teachee her the knowledge of the 
finally the section oonclndee with, "Thue 
to.goee i^ortality.” Now inmortaHty cannot 
^ gained by the knowledge of the individual sonl 
but only by the knowledge of the Supreme Self or 
B^man. Therefore Brahman alone ie the 
iTQbject-matter and It alone is to be seen through 
Wing etc. Moreover, the toxt quoted «y, tiit 
by the knowledge of the Self spoken of there 
everyth^ a known, which clearly connects the 
^f jeferred to with Brahman; for bow can the 
know edge of a limited individual self give og 
knowledge of everythingP 

|i V. M 

the proof of the propoeitiob fejre 
indicatory mark eWROT! Asmarathya. 

is individual soul 

18 taUimt as the 


c. *«*f quoted' in the -Ikst 

Sutra (Bnh. 2. 4. 6) is interpreted from the stond- 
point of Bhedibheda-vida of eage Aamarathyl 
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According to thi» cchool the individuftl moI 
(Jiva) and Brabman, which are related as 
affect and came respectively, are different, yet 
not different, fr«n each other, eren as sparks are 
different, yet not different. Iron fire. If the io' 
dividnal soul (Jiva) were quite different froiu 
Brahman, then l^ the knowledge of the one 
(Brahman) everything else woold not be knoan. 
Henoe this school interprets tho test thns: The 
individnal aonl alone is to be seen. Bat as it is 
not different from Brahpmn, the knowledge of tho 
individoal eool gives knowledge of Brahman and 
oonseqaently knowledge of everything. It is this' 
noix>difference between Brahman and the indivi* 
deal sonl (Jiva) that establiahee the proposition, 
^'By the knowledge of one everything else is 
known”, and in this sense alone the test speaks of 
the individual seal in Brih. 2. 4. 6. 

It can also he interpreted ns follows. If the 
individual sool is something different from 
Brahman, then the knowledge of Brahman would 
not give the knowledge of the individual eoul. 
Therefore the individual eoul is different, yet not 
different, from Brahman. It is to show this that 
the Sruti text begirds with the individual soul. 




II 


Of the one which rises from the body 
tia imni because of this nature thus 
( the sage ) Audolomi. ' 
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21. (The statement at the beg inning 
identifies the individual soul with Brahman) 
because of this nature (eu., its identity witJi. 
Brahman) of the one the s^) which 
rises from the body (at the time of release), 
thus (thinks) Audulomi. 

This Achfirya, while takiag that the self to be 
se«u is the iadmdaal soul (Jiva), explains it aa 
follows: The soul, when it rises from the body, 
t.s. is free and has no bc^dy conscionanees, reafis*!* 
that it is identiml with firahman. It is to show 
this non-difference in the state of release that the 
Sruti speaks of the indiriduel sonl as identical 
with Brahman, even thoU(;h the difference 
^tween the inditidual seal (JWa) and Brahman 
in the state of ignorance is a reality. It is spoken 
of as non-different from the Supreme Self or 
Brahman becanse in the state of release it is one 
with It. The text transfers the future state of 
non-difference to that time when difference 
actually exists. This school of Tedinto is known 
as Saiya-bheda-T*da (*.«. the theory.which holds 
that the difference between the individual sonl 
and Brahman ia a reality). 


Because of the existence so hold* 
Kisskritsns. 
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22. (The initial statement is made) 
because of the existence (of Brahman as the* 
iadtvidufll soul), so holds (sage) K&sakritsna. 

As it ix impossible thnt an in(liTi<kial soul 
(Jirst quite different in noture from Bmhman 
esn be one with it in the state of seleese, Uiie 
sa^ thinks that the Supreme Self Itself exists ns 
the indieidual soul. "Wiey ere absolutely non- 
diffeseat, the apparent diSerenre being due to 
ITphdhis or limitioK adjuncts, which are but pro- 
duotf of ignorance, and therefore unreal from the 
absolute Btandp<int. Hence also folloffs that by’ 
the knowledge ef Brahman ererything else i» 
Imown. 

Of the three erhooU of Ved&nta depicted in 
the last three Sutras, that of K&aalrritnia is jiuti- 
fled by the Vedinta texts. According to Aama- 
rathya the individual soul is a product of the 
Snpi-eme Self, and hence the knowledge of the 
cause leads to the knowledge of everything inclnd* 
ing the individual soul. But is the effect or any 
portion of it diSarent from the cansef And is 
the whole cause involv^ in each of its effects? 
The answer to the second question is evidently, 
no. If the effect nr some (Mirtinn of it is different 
from this cense, whence does it come? And is it 
separable from that? If separable, it is not its 
nature, for nature cannot be separated. If nut 
sepuroble. the cause cannot be known, and tbe 
proposition, “The soul keiog known, all else i« 
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knows", f»Uj to the ground. So Aemaratbya'i 
view cnnnot atond. 

Acoording to Audulotni the indiTidnal aoul 
(Jiva) ia onlj a atate of the Supreme Self. If the 
Jiyahood is a reality, it can nerer be deatroyed 
and freedom would be impoatible. If on the other 
band it becomea one with the Supreme Soul on 
releaee, then there ia nothing like Jieahood which 
can be a reali^. So Audulomi'e view cannot 
stand. Jivahood is au unreality, a creation of 
ignorance, the Jiva being identical with Brahman. 
Even the creation of Jivae like sparka iaeuing from 
a £re doea not apeak of any real creation but only 
with reference to Dpidhu. In resdity the Jiva ia 
neitbar created nor deatroyed. It is our ignor* 
onoa that make# taa a«e the individual eoul ^Jiva) 
limited by Upldbis aa aomething different from 
Brahman. 


Topic 7; Brahvian it alto the maioriol catM# 
of tho vorld. 
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aifes Matcriftl cause ^ alto , 

not being contradictory to the propotiUon and 
illuatrationa. 


28. (Brahman U) the material cause 
alM, (on account of this view alone) not 
bein§ contradictor to the proposition and 
the illustrations (cited in the sruti). 
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Qranted that Brahman is tha cause ol the 
world; but what kind of causef Is It the efficient 
cense, or the material cause, or both? The pririus 
facie view is that Brahman is onlj the efficient 
OBOse, as texts like "He thought, ... he created 
Pr&iia’* (Pr. 6. 3-4) declare. 

This view is refuted by this Sutra. Brahmau 
is also the material oaose of the world. Here 
‘also' shows that it is the efficient cause as well. It 
is only if Brahman is the material cause of the 
world that it is possible to know sverything 
through the knowledge of Brahman, as texts like 
"By which that - which is not beard becomes 
heard" etc. (Chh. 6. 1. S) say; for the effects are 
not diffarent from the cause. The illustrationa 
referred to are: "Uy dear, as by one lump of 
clay all that is made of clay is known" etc. (Chh. 
6. 1. 4). These texts clearly show that Brahman 
is the material cause of the world; otherwise they 
would be meaningless. Again texts like "Brahman 
alone was at the beginning one without a second" 
show that It ia also the efficient cause, for who 
else could be such a cause when there was nothing 
else? 


II W II 

account of tho statement of will 
(to create) R also. 
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24. Also ou account of the statement 
ef will (to create on the part of the Supreme 
Self. It is the material cause). 

“It witbed, 'May 1 be tunny, may I grow 
forth’ ” etc. (Cbh. 6. 2. 3). In this text the 
deeire shows that Brahman » the efficient cause, 
and next ‘may I be many’ intimates that 
Brahman Itaelf became many. Bence It is the 
nsterial cense os well. 

II 

Direct ^ and a«WWWI|tV. because tlie 8ruti 
ststes both. 

25. And because the Sruti states that 
both (the creation and the dissolution of the 
world) (hare Brahman as) the direct (cause). 

Thst from which a thing springs and into 
which it is reabsorbed is its material canse. “All 
these things spring from AJcAsa (Brahman) alone 
end return to Akisa” (Cbh. 1. 9. 1), “That from 
which theee things are produoed, by which, when 
produced, they live, and into which they enter at 
their dieaolntioD—try to know that. That is 
Brahman" (Taitt. 8. 1). These texts show that 
Brahman is tha material cause Uso. A thing may 
be said to be produced from its efficient caxue, but 
it cannot return to that at dissolnUhn -unleea it is 
also the msteriol canse. 
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<nnn^> Aft It creftt«d Itftelf hj ander- 

going oiodification. 

26. (Brabjnan is the material cause of 
the world) because (the Sruti says that) It 
created Itself by undergoing modifications. 

"Thftt Itself manifested Itself” (Tsitt. 2. 7), 
which fthowB that Brahman alone created the 
world, oat of Itself, which is possible only by 
undergoing modification. The word ‘Itself’ in the 
text shows that there was no other cause op«T9A- 
ing. The modificatian is apparent according to 
Sankara and real according to BAminnja. 

II II 

Origin ^ and If becanse * 611 % is called. 

27. And because (Brahman) is called 
the origin. 

“That which the wise r^ard as the origin of 
all beings” (Un. 1. 1. 6 )—this shows that Brah* 
man is the material cause of the world. Hence Its 
being the material cause is established. 

Topic 8: The orgwmenU tcAsch rtfvU the 
SMcKjfiu refute also oth4r$. 

wiitwidl II II • 

By this all are explained. 

28. By this all (doctrines with 
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reference to the origin of the world coatrarj' 
to the Ved&nta texts) are explained. 

Bj thiiT identity of the material and the efil> 
cieat cause of the world all doctrinee that epeak 
‘of two uparate causes for it are refuted. That is, 
not only the Sfcnkbyan, but also tlie atomic and 
other theoriee are refuted, as they are not based 
on Si.Tiptural authority and contradict many aerip> 
tural texts. The repetition of the xerb in the 
aphorism only shows that the chapter ends here. 

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say 
that the First Cause is noQ*existeoos, or that it is 
Sonya (yoid)->4s the Kihilists say—cite reepec> 
tively the following texts as anthority. “These 
seede, almost in£niteeimal“ (Chh. 6. 12. 1); “This 
was indeed non^isteni at the beginning” (Chh. 
9. 19. 1); “Smnu learned men being delnded, 
.ai>eak of nature, and others of time, as the cause 
of ererything” (Bret. 6. 1). But the arguments 
put forward against the Shnkhyae, «u. that con> 
trary to the scriptures their First Cause is insenti¬ 
ent, that the propoeition that through the know¬ 
ledge of the one everything is known, will not be 
true, etc. will apply here also, and so these views 
cannot be held to he authoritative and based on 
the acriptniss. The Srutis quoted are explained 
thus: 

The word *inflnitseimal* or 'atomic' refers to 
the Atman, which can 1)4 'eo>oslled as it.'ic' very 
fine. The non-existence spoken of is only a fine 
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caumI condition of the woi ld underetoped into 
name and form m jet, and not aboolute non- 
exiitanoe; and the t4cy|u|f;.ltQt4W heinff the Fint 
Canae ia mentioned aa a Purrapakaha bj the Srati, 
which iteelf refutot ittf\ir4bert(9i in the aucoeedini; 
texta. So Brahmou alone ia the Firat.Cauae, and 
olaoHi.i . » ‘T** ''j -• 

tif'/’X '>dl ■«« u.' .::.' -t .!<■ 

no i>eM;d ‘‘Jcimiij ol* :'X 

H'lV/f rW tit rt'-9inir* wprtai-fi six* 

hi .onf'vf «} B'dt -tnlT «rt 

tit trAf 'KW^d* li f I'ltuadJ tv vi cOtfc'-'-t 
lo aAola idt oalj m t.tj 

Utvhtime 00 'h«<c(f t<»« ■’•u .*J» 

•■Kt.j.?? .»tit iM* •> . ' ' • '•■f'-r ■ ■'« 

- -tn- : t - t ' ; -■ ' > 

•? 

1 •■•.'.*..•4 ■.'>*. 

. p • 

ft, fi.* 

II '* :l 

irij ti»»•>*« L <i. •# ••rr ^ 

•id i;- In-y : ■ ■/' >»■ W 

rt"it ^ nnv^td • f' I-*-*! 

•Kaui at p«i V’tv*r tWi*'.*! Mt*nw 


CHAPTER 11 


SionoH 1 ^ 

In the flnt chapter it hae been prored that all 
the Vedfcnta testa deal with Brahman aa the First 
Cans*, yet the arirnmente baaed on reaaoning 
againat this doctrine remain to be refuted. With 
this objecf in view this section ia begun. In 
Section ir of Chapter 1 it was al^own that the 
Pradhina of the Stnkbyaa, as also the atoms of 
the Taiaeahihaa, arc not baaed on scriptural 
anthoritj. In this section argnmente, claim> 
ing their anthoritatiTeneea from the Smritis, 
to eetablish the Pradhina and the atonu etc.| are 
refuted. 


7e|i*e 1: lUfutotion o/ Smntw thaX ore not bored 
on the SralM. 





m I) ? II 


.There would reeolt the defect 
of leaving no scope for certain Senrhie ift H be 
said g no beeanee there 

wonld result the defect of leaving no scope to some 
other Smritu. 



2.1.1) 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


16ft 


1. If it be said that (fr(»n tbe doctrine 
of Brahman being the cause of the >rorld) 
there would result the defect of leaving no 
scope for certain Smritis, (we say) no; be¬ 
cause (by tbe rejection of that doctrinei 
there would result the defect of leavii^ no 
scope for some other Bmritis. 

In th« liMt ohapUr it has been thown that the 
^isldkjaa viaw is sot baaed on acriptursl antho- 
Xow its autboritp even aa a Smrita is deatSd 
and rafntsd. 

I£ the dootrins bf .the Kradhftna is rejeotsd; 
than, the- Sftabbya Samti, p^ponnded hy a gnaV- 
seal' like KkpUa and acknowledged by other great 
4binken, would ceaee to be anthoritative; bence 
it ia bat reasonable that tbe Vedints terta be so 
interpreted as to preserve tbe aathoriiativeneea of 
ibis Bniriti and not contradict it in tolo. So says 
-the opponent. The Sutra answers tbis by saying 
-that if the doctrine of Brahman being the cauM 
•of tbe world be rejected to acoosunodate tbe 
'SAnkbya Smriti, wbiih goee ooanter to tbe Sratie, 
-then by tbot rejection many other Smritia id^ tbe 
Mona Snhti, which are based on ‘'the Sratis and 
'ibarefore more autboritative, and, which also pro* 
pounded tbe doctrine of Brahman, an intelligent 
principle, being tbe cause of the world, would find 
no Acopo. So between the two it is desirable that 
iha Smritu wbtob go counter to the Vedoe be 
vejectad. 





[S.t.S 


. .hjyw’y ? »" ^ 

,Pf tbc, other* ^ »nd tiuTC being 

90 BMptiofi. 

I „. : 2 Ad 4 tber^ beipg no mention (in tbe 
toriptiD^^ qf. tpfm.other. eqlitiee, (i^., thq 
cgtegories bMi<iie tt^e Pradh&na), (the Sftn- 
khy» system'cannot be authoritatire). 

firra ’wceptina the Pradhina of tbe Sin*: 
kfayaa for argument'* mke^for the VsddntiiLB a)«o 
recogoiH Mijrl a* the cause of the 'world, the 
difftresoe between the two beisg that the Pra- 
dblon according to the Slnkhya* is an independ* 
4nt entity,'whereaa Iflyl ia a' dependant entity, 
being a potrer of Brahmao^jet there is no men* 
tion bf the othsi^ tetegoriea of the SInkhjM any* 
erhatwdv-the Vadaa. Ifence the Sinkhya philo* 
enphy'cannot ha outhlvitatiee. ■ i' 

' T^pic li:. of the l^oga 

.r4.Wl . 

the. Toga phiioeophy ie 

<(«iaQ)rfb)t«d;- y -,.f 

&>[ Bj bhia the Toga philoeopby tp 
(also) refuted. . ' 

Aftes'tU* refutation of. the SIsUtyaa, who 
redognise '*an 'iodepebdent entity -icalled tho 
ProdhAa* ae thd c8»*m of the Srokld, tt» SafRi 
refutes the Yoga Smriti,. which also secoifti^e* a 
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•epacAtd eatity called the i^adb&as u' the .Fint 
Caaee, thoujj’b unlike the S&nJchytu they- reco^xiuk 
4t& Ifiraire vho directs this ioer^ Pradh&na in iU 
creative evolotioh. Tbe'foga system is spokea o( 
ia .Upanisbiuls like the SveUsvatara.. It helps 
cctnoentratioo ct the mind, which is necessary for 
the, {nil cornpreheosion of Brahman, and as such 

it ea a taeans to Enowlcdg«i So this Smriti, being 
bnesd on U)e Smtis ia aulhoritative. Bot it aUc 
recngninM whf^ thm(or« is. tha 

Firrt .Oane«o.sfl^s^f^.^t{ppu|^«n< 
tain ths.Mgnm^»^.0yait.,ip.t||l« 

nbw ,{orMaUo.s]te«ka al.^ 

l*MiP^lna and its pro^incts whieh. are nof to, h» 
fopml in the Sratis. Though the Smriti is pM^ 
anthcritatiTe, yet it cannot be so with respeot tp 
that part which contratUcts the Srutie. There is 
room only for thoes portions of the Sfl i r l ta os do 
nut contradict the Srutis. 

Topir <3: Brahman, thouffh vf noWre 

from th« varld, cem ysi bs tt« oAaih'. ’ 

,•1 Not SlWinnKI, because of the contrary nature 
^nvof this’CraRi it# being SO ^ and from Sruii,. 

4. (Brftbm&n (th« cause of the 

.world) becadse this (world) is of a otsitraiy 
isature (from )hrahmaD);'and its bein^ «>. 
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Brahmao i* intelligence, pure, etc., while the- 
world ia eomething materiel, impure, etc., and so 
u different from the nature o( Brahmen; ee each, 
Brahmen cannot be the cauee of this'world. The 
effect is nothing but the cause in another form; 
therefore the cause and effect cannot be altogether 
of a different nature. Intelligence cannot produoo 
material effecte and vice verso. That the world' 
and Brahmen differ entirely in their charectehe- 
tice is IfDown from texts like “Brahmen became 
intelligence as also non>inteltigent’' (Taitt. 2. 6), 
where ‘'non>intellig»nt“ stands for the world. ^ 
Brahmsn cannot be the First Cause of the material 
world, thongh the scriptures may say so. 



WiviiCwAsn The reference (is) to the presiding 
deitiee ff but becenso of the special 

characterisation and the hict of bcdiig ao praaidsd. 

5. But the reference is to the presid¬ 
ing deities (of the organs) on aocount of the 
special characterization (as ‘deities') and 
aW) from the fact of a deity so presiding 
(over the fultetions of an organ being ap¬ 
proved by the Sruti in other texts). 

The oppeoent, who says that the world, and 
Brnhiuan being different in nator o se ntient and 
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materi&l respeotiveljr—eaoDoi be related to eacb 
other aa cause aad effect, antioipatee a plausible 
objection and answers it in this Satra. There is a 
text, “These orf^ns quarrelling over their ree- 
peotive greatness,etc. (Brih. 6. 1. f), which 
shows that even the organs are not material but 
sentient. The exponent says that from this we are 
not to inier the sentiencj of the world, since the 
reterADce is to the preeiding deities of these organs. 
For the same topic occurs in the KanshitaVi tJpa* 
oishad, where they are expressly mentioned. 
“These deities (apee^ eto.) qaarrelliag oxer their 
respeotiee grestness*’ (Eau. 2. 14). Also because 
0 ikair texts shoir 'the sxietenoe of such prmiding 
deities. “Fire becoming speech entered the 
mouth" (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 3. 4). The ssmis argument 
applies to texts of the ChhAndogya, CSh. VI, where 
fire etc. are said to hare thought and produced the 
next element in the series. The thought hero 
spoken of is of the highest Deity, Brahman, which 
is cemneoted with Its effects ss a superintending • 
principle. From all such texts we cannot inter 
the sentisnoy of the world, which is material and 
( so different in nature from Brahman. Therefore 
Brahman cannot be the cause of the material 
world. 

II 

la seen g bat. 

6. Bat it is seen. 
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‘But’ refutM th« oppoDe&t'i View expreaaed 
iu the lut Sutra, vir. that this world cannot have 
originated from Brahman because it is different in 
character. For it is seen that intelli^nt thinge 
like aoarpions etc. are produced from nou>inteUi- 
gent eowdong etc. Again from tt sentient spider 
there comes forth the ibreed for its web. So olso 
do nails, hair, etc. come forth from a man, who is 
an intelligent being. Tburefure it is quite possible 
that this mstoi'ial world could be pro<lacsd by 
an intelligent Being. Brahman. It may be 
objected that a man's body ie the cause of the hair 
and nails, and not tb« man; similarly the cow- 
dung is the cause of the body of the worms. Keen 
then it must be admitted that there is a difference 
between the cause and the effect since, in both the 
examples cited, one of them ie the abode of some¬ 
thing sentient while the other ie hot; they are not 
similar in all respects. If they were, then there 
would be nothing like cause and effect, nor would 
they be called by different names. So we baee to 
admit that the cause and its affects are not similar 
in every reepect, but sotoetbing in the cause, or 
some qualities of it, must be found in the effects 
also, as the clay in the lump ie found in the pot 
also, though the shape etc. of the two differ. So 
«e aey that even in the case of Brahman and the 
world, some qualities of the cause. Brahman, such 
as existence and intelligence, are to be found in its 
••ffect, the world. Everything in the eWorld exists. 
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and thia quality it gsts from Brahman/ which is 
existence itself. Again the intelligence of 
Brahman lights the whole uuiTerse. So these two 
qualities of Bnahinan are found in the world, 
which justify our relating them os cause and effect 
in spite of differences in other, respects between 
■them. 

ii '* ii 

•I^Noirexistent ^ %t^if it be aaid ^ no 
*nst<eKitoc it is merely a negation. 

7. If it be said (that the world, the 
effect, would then be) non-exittent (^fore 
•creation), (we say) no, for it is merely a 
negation (without any basis). 

If Brahman, which is inteiltgeut, pure, sad 
without qualities, is the cause of the world of an 
uppusite character, it follows that before creation 
the world was non*«xistent, for Brahman was then 
the only existence. ’I'bis nirans that aomething 
which was non-existing is brought into existence, 
which is not accepted by the Yed&ntins. This 
argument of the up]ionent this Sutra refutes by 
saying that this negation is a mere statement 
without any objective validity. The affect exists 
in the cause before its origination as well as after 
it. It can never exist independent of the cause 
•either before or after creation. Therefore the 
world exists in Di-ahman even before creation and 
is not absolutely non-existent. 
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^ II 

At the time ot dtssoIuUou 83[n liko that 
JWlin Ml Rooooat of ch« &ct abaurd. ' 

8. Os accoant of the fact that at the 
time of dUsolation cause becomes) like 
that (ia., like the ^ect) (the doctrise of 
Brahman being the cause of the world) is 
absurd. 

SaT* the opponent: If Brahman ia the ca«w« 
of the world, then the world being diaaolved in 
Brahman at the time of disaolution, its defeote 
would affect Brahman, even as eait affects the 
water in which it ia diasolvod. Hence Brahman 
would become impure and would no more be the 
omniscient cause of the world, as the Upauishade 
maintain. Again at the time of dissolution all 
things having gone into a state of onenees with 
Brahman, there will be no special ceases left for 
a new creation. If in spite of this we consider a 
new creation possible, then it would mean that 
there is a chance of even the liberated souls, who 
hare become one with Brahman, reappearing in 
the world. Nor can it be said that the world 
remains separate from Brahman in the state of 
dissolution, for in that case it would be no dissolu- 
tioD at all. So the TedAnta doctrine of Brahman 
bein^T the cause of the world is objectionable, as it 
leads to all sorts of absurdities. 
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4 Not S but QRT-tnvR oil Account of the exiil* 
«nc« of illustntioDA. 

9. But not (so) on account of the 
existence of illustrations. 

The objection is being anewered: That the 
effect, when it geU dieeolved in the cauee, doe* not 
pollute the latter b^r its defect*, is borne out bjr 
innumerable inatancee. A claj pot, for initanoe, 
when it i* broken and reabeorbed into, it* original 
aubetance, t.e. clay, doea not impart to it ita 
•peeial feature*. The very fact of abeorption 
*bow* that all the qualitien of .the effect cunnot 
abide, for in that case it would be no abeorption at 
alt. Uoreovor, we bare to remember ^ot the 
effect i* of the natxire of the tauw end not rice 
v«rta. Henre the qualitiee of the effect cannot 
touch the cnuac. It may, however, be objected 
that since the effect is but the cause in a new con¬ 
dition, all the good and bod traits of the effect 
must hare been in the cause. But we forget that 
the world is after all an illusion. Brahman ha* 
only apparently changed into the world and as 
such is never affected by it, even as a magicisn is 
not affected by the illueion producod by him. 

The other rnoongruity shown, vtr. that since 
at tho time of dissolution the world is resolved into 
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Biubntan and boconies -an*- with It, there can b« 
ato farther creation, and if it takes plac* there will 
be the pcuibility of even £f*« semis en'min^ into 
jwnda^ afpiiSi cannot stand, for there are parallel 
instances with rssiiect to ibis also. In deep sleep 
we do-not percsire anythin^;, there is no dirersity, 
bat <m awakening we find the world of duality. 
A similar phenomenon can be expected to happen 
at the time of dissoIntioD. In the former case it is 
the existence of ignorance (.4vidy2), which is not 
-destroyed, that is responsible for the reappear¬ 
ance of the world. So also at diseolntion the 
power of distinction remains in a potential state 
as Aridyh or ignorance. But in the case of the 
liberated no ignorance being left, there is no 
chance of their being bronght back into bondage 
from their state of oneness with Brahman. 

wTWTNm II )i 

WW because of the objections to his own 
view ^ and. 

10. And because of the objections 
<dted) (being applicable) to his ovrn 
(S&nkhyan) view (also). 

The objections raised by tbe S&nkhyas against 
Tedanta are equally true of their view of the First 
Cauitc. vit. tbe Fradb&na. Form, taste, etc. are 
not to be fouml in the Pradhtoa. yet we fiad.tbeee 
4binKN. in the world produced out of-it. The 
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obj«ctioB iu.iresard.i reabcvrptif^u »t th* tim* of 
,appliM also in tlie oaie.of.the' S&nkh 7 »n 
PradbAon. Thus irbatovor objectionii am raised 
Bgaiiist Yedlnts in tbis reepect are also true of 
the SAnkbyss. Hbnce tbe; should be druppe<l. 
Of the two, faowerer, Vedanta beia^ based on the 
}$mtia is more autboritatiTe. Uoreover, the obier- 
tions baeo all been answered from the VedAnta 
standpoint, whereas from tiie SAnbhjan stand¬ 
point it is-not possible tb answer them. 

li , • f I ’ 

II ^t 'n' 

IPt*eiiAssR^ Bc<aiiv n-nsonins luuno snrt- basis 
9<Rt also **«w otherwise a^ipi^sboald bo inferred Or 
reasoned it be ssid so stft oven siWlV 

SIRW'* there will reanh the i«ntinpeno 7 of non-release. 

11. Also because reasoning has no sure 
basis (it cannot upset the conclusions of 
Ved&nta). If it be said that it should be 
reasoned otherwise (so as to get over tbis 
defect), (we say) even so there will result 
the contingency of non-release (from tbis 
defect, with respect to the matter in ques¬ 
tion). 

Wbst one man entaUisbea through reason can' 
be tafutad bjianetbar'niore intelUgent than-he. 
Even a Mge like Kapils is refuted by other sages. 
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dike Kanacla. H«oce reasoniog Laving no eur« 
i>MU easDot npMt Um conrluBieiu of Vod&nta, 
which ar« based un the Snitis. But, sajs the 
<il)l>«tent, «T«n this jadgnient abont reasoning is 
arrived at through reasoning; so it is not true that 
reasoning has never a sure basis. Sometimes it is 
perfectly sound. Only we must reason properly. 
The latter part of the Sutra says that even though 
in smne cases reatoniug is infailiUe, yet with res- 
}»ect fo the matter in hand it cannot transcend this 
defe^;t. For the cause «f the world (Brahman) is 
beyond the senses and has no characteristic signs. 
It t-tmnot therefore be an object of perception, or 
of mference, which is based on perception. Or 
Again if we take ‘release* in the Sutra to mean 
Liberation, it comes to this: Trus knowledge of a 
Teal thing depends on the thing itself, and there* 
fore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of 
view* with reepect to it is not possible. But the 
■conclusions of ressoning can never be uniform. 
The Sankhyss arrive through reasoning at the 
Pndb&na as the First Cause, while the Haiy&ji- 
kss (logicians) mention Paranhnus (atoms) as 
that, ^^ich to accept? So no conclusion be 
arrived at through reasoning independent of the 
scriptures, and since the truth cannot bs known 
through this means, there will be no Liberation. 
Therefore reasoning which goes against the scrip- 
lures is DO proof of knowledge and cannot «ntra- 
diet the Smti t«ru. 
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Topic 4: Th« Itna of reatoning agaimt iho SSn- 
khgo* w al$o ogointt othofi liJco tJto AtOTitittt. 

ftrenfor^ aift wiiMPn: ii ii 

By thi» iireriftnp: oot »cc«ptod by the wbe 
also are explained. 

12. By this (*.«. by the argumenU 
against the S&nkhyas) (those other views) 
also not accepted by the wise (like Manu 
and others) are explained. 

When the SAnkhya philoeophy, parte ol which 
are accepted by the wiee aa authoritative, hae 
been refuted, there U no queetion as reffardi the 
non-authoritativenees of all doctrines based aere- 
ly on reasoninu like the atomic theory ol EanSda 
and non*exi»tence as the First Cause propounded 
by the BuddbisU, which are wholly rejected by 
the wise. They are also • refuted by these very 
arguments against the Sinkhyas, as the reasons 
on which the refutation is based are the same. 
Topic S: The duHncUoru lihe onjogor and enjoyed 
not contradict the truth vhich it oneness. 

II II 

On aooouot of turning into the enjoyer 
et fi pR W. non*dl8tiDCtion^if it be aaid Wfflmay exist 
eJWRlas is experienced in the world. 

18. If it be said (that if Brahman be 
the cause then) on account of (the objects of 
enjoyment) turning into the enjoyer, non- 
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distinction (between enjoyer and tbinga- 
enjoyed womd result), (we say, such dis¬ 
tinction) may exist (aU the same), as is ex¬ 
perienced commonly in the world 

A further objection » raieed aKAiiut Bmhin»n 
beinc the c«om. AVe perceive ciifcreuces in tW 
w6rld. Haw, ptrceptiou a* a iiieoiu of hoowled^e 
in stronger than the SrutJ. Heuce what the Srutia 
say in contradiction to such an experience canuot 
stand. The idee is this; The distinction between 
the cnjoyer (the Jiva) and the objects of enjoy- 
meat is well established by experience.. \f 
Brahman is the nntarial cause, then the world, 
the effect, would be noa-different from Hrahrnnu. 
and under the circuuutauces. the Jiva and 
firahtaan bring identical in Vedanta, the differ¬ 
ence between the subject and object would be des¬ 
troyed. sicre the one would peas orer into the 
other. Hence Brahman cannot be held to be the 
material muse of the world as it contradicts 
perception. 

The latter pert of the Sutra refutes this giving 
examples. It saye that nevertheless there can be 
such differences fn non-different things. For 
instance, .waves, -foam. .etc. are mon-^ff^nt, 
being sUkei^. water*; yet as waves and foam'they 
are different from each other. As sea water, -hhsrr 
cause, they are -<ma, but as waves, doam, eta. they 
ary different, and- there is no .contradiction 
Heave it is possible do heve .difference-and non-, 
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difference in things aimaltnneoasly, owing to 
nemo nnd form. Therefore from the standpoint 
of Brahman the enjoyer and the enjoyed are not 
different, but ae enjoyer and thingfc enjoyed they 
are diffennt; there is no contradiction in this. 

The Sutra can also be interpreted otherwise. 
If Brahman bo the cause, then It would also be 
the enjoyer, the individual soul (Jiva), * there 
being no difference between cause and effect. 
Consequently, there will be no such difference as 
the bondage of the individual soul and the free* 
dom of Brahman. The Sutra aaye that even aa 
there is a distinction between the object, which is 
clear, and its image, which is disfigured in an 
unclean mirror, so nlso owing to the impurities of 
the Antahhorana (mind) the ever^free Brahman 
may give rise to the image of the individual souU 
which is bound. 

Ttrpic B; The non-difference of the e//ect frem 
the cause. 


II II 


Its noiT'difference from 

words like ‘origin’ etc. 

14. Its (of the effect) non-differenco 
(from the cause results) from words like 
‘origin* etc. 

In the last Sutra the objection against 
Brahman being the material cause, that it 


B . 8.—12 
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coDtrailietM perception, woe answer«(l fruui the 
(ttnndpoint of ParuiimftTMo or the theory of 
Brahman artoally undergoing modification. Kow 
the eane objection is refuted from the standpoint 
of ViTartuT&da or apparent modification, which ia 
the AtandpoiDt of Advaita. The objection ia: Texta 
like ‘‘There is no manitoldness whatever here (in 
Brahman)’' (Kath. 2. 4. 11) wmtradict percep¬ 
tion. Reason also Mtys that among things which 
get transformed into each other there cannot be 
difference and non-diBerenoe at the same time. 
Hence the doubt. In a single moon we cannot »e« 
two raopns. Wbst was spoken of in the last Sutra, 
vit. that the difference between them is one of 
name end form, even that is \tnreal, for in a thing 
which is one without & second, which is non* 
duality, even the difference due to name and form 
is iuipoiaihlc. The example of the sea is not apt, 
for here both the eea and ite modifications, waves 
and foam, ere objects of the senses, but Bra hm a n 
is not. It is realised only through the scriptures 
and in Samildhi. What then is the truth? It is 
oneness, nonnluslity. As the effect is non'differ* 
ent from the cause, the latter alone is real. The 
Smti also e«tabluhe« this by the example of clay 
etc. ia the Chhindogya Upanishad. “Just as, by 
the knowledge of one lump of earth, my dear, 
everything made of earth is known, the modifica¬ 
tion being only a name arising from speech, but 
the truth being that all is earth, .... thus, my 
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dsur, is ihat jDtti*iiotion" (Chli. 6. 1. 4-6). H«r6 
the Sruti b; aein; the ^rnnl ‘tuodiflcatioD’ trie* to 
prove that there ia no aeperate realit; ot the pot* 
etc., which are mere uodificatiaiu of the lump of 
«3rth. They are not •eporate thing* but merely 
4liffer«at condition*, just a* the boyhood, youth, 
«to. of Devadatta are mere condition*, and not 
reel. So by knowing the lump of earth the real 
nature of the pots etc. i* known. It matter* littl* 
that the variou* forms are not known, for they 
are not worth knowing, being unreal. Even 
though these pot* .etc. are object* of tbe senses, 
yet discrimination tells ns that beside* earth 
nothing real is found in tbme. They are merely 
nanisa arising out of speech and nothing more. 
I'hey are cognised through ignorance, hence they 
ute unreal. The clay, on the other hand, is rea¬ 
lised even apart from name uud form and is there¬ 
fore real. Similarly Brohmsm alone ia real and 
this world i* unreal. The world being non- 
diffeient from its cause, Brahman, the truth is 
onenesK, non-duality. Brahman, tbe one without 
a second. To people who through want of experi¬ 
ence have not (hie insight into things, there will 
always be differsune and. non-difference, even as 
in tbe case of Ae sea and its waves, but in reality 
these diiferesoes are relatiTe and not true. 

II II 

311^ On the existence ^ and is experienced. 
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15. And (because) on ibe existence (of 
the cause) is (the effect) experienced. 

The effect it uot experiesced in the absence 
of the caose, which ehows lhat the effect is not 
different from the cense. The world phenomena 
appear only becnose Brahman exists and not 
withont It. Hence the world it n(m>different from 
Brahman. 


II II 

USB^On aoconnt of (its) existing V and of 
the poaterior. 

16. And on account of the posterior 
(t.e., the effect, which comes into being 
after the cause) existing (as the cause before 
creation). 

The Sniti says that before creation the world 
had its beinir in the cause, Brahman, os one with 
It: ‘'Verily in the beginning this was Self, one 
only” (Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 1. 1); *‘Ii» the beginning, 
ray deor, this was r)nly existence^’ (Chh. 6. 2. 1). 
Now since before creation it was non-different 
from the coose, it coatinues to be so even after 
creation. 

%n.» 

I?'* II 

On aoconnt of Hs being desoribod as 
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iK>n>«xtstent 9 not ^if it b« aiid R no 
by nnothor cJiaraeUrutic from tho ktter 

imrt of tho text. 

17. If it be said that on account of 
^be effect) being described as non-existent 
(before creation) (the conclusion of the 
previous Sutra is) not (true)i (we aav) not 
so, (it being described) by another cnarac- 
teristic (as is seen) from the latter part of 
the text. 

"Non-oxistent ifideed thia waa in the begin- 
niug” (Chh. 3. 18. 1). The word “non-«xift«nt’' 
dues not iBfAD absolute uon-«xietenc«, but that the 
irorM did not exiei in a differentiated condition. 
H wax undifferentiated—had not yet developexl 
aintUH uud form—in which imumi the word ‘*non- 
t'xiatent'e" ia nlew tueil in foinuinti iMirleuce. It 
woa in u fine condition, and after creation it 
Itcrame groea, developing name and form. This 
Heuao ia shown by the immediately encceediog 
jwrtinn of the text, "It became existent, it grew." 
Hence the (‘onclnaion of the last Sutra ia all right. 

II U II 

ys: rcaiioning frmn another Sniti 

text V and. 

18. From reasoning and another Sruti 
text (this relation between cause and effect 
is established). 
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From rosAoning »lso we find tbat tb« effect ie 
BOD-different from the canae and ewte before its 
origination. Otherwise everjlhing coold have 
been prodnced from anjihing. Particular caOMir 
producing particninr effects ciuty shows this rein* 
tionship between cause and effect. Before crea¬ 
tion the effect exists in the cause os unmanifeet. 
Otherwise something now being created, anytbincr 
could hare been created from all things. Ths fart 
is. it gets manifested on creation, that ia all. 
That which ia absolutely non>existent like the 
horns of a hare cau never come into existence. Str 
the cause cannot produce altogether a new thing 
which was not existing in it already. Uoreover. 
that the effect exists even before creation we find 
from such Sruti texts as “In the beginning, my 
dear, this wns only existence, one without a 
eecond” (Chh.* 6. 2. 1). 

MdW II II 
Like cloth ^nnd. 

19. Aod like a piece of cloth. 

Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so is . 
the world before and after creation. In the folded 
state one cannot make out whether it is a cloth 
or anything else, which is clearly discernible when 
it is spread ont. In the state of Pralaya '(disso> 
lution), i.e. before creation,,the world exists in a 
fine potential state in Brahman and after creation 
takes the gross form. 
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*f«n ^ Mwif? n u 

ipl As ^ sad ni*n^ io tbo case of Prftnat. 

20. And as in the case of the different 
Pr&nas. 

Wban the five different Pr&nas (vital forces) 
are controlled by Pr&n&ylma, they merge and 
exist as the chief Prina (which regulates reapirax 
tiott) merely msintoining life. From this we find 
that the effects, the various Pr2nae are not differ* 
ent from their cause, the chief Prina. 8o also 
with all effects; they are not different from their 
oause. Therefore it ie eatabliahed that the effect, 
the world, is identical with its caose. Brahman. 
Hence by knowing It everything ie known. 

Ttypie 7: /2e/utattofi of the abjection that if 
Brahfnan veto the cotue of the world, ihen It and 
the Jiva beinp reaUy one. Brahman would be 
r«i|M>nr»b/s for creating evil. 

: li II 

acconnt of the other bciuK stated 
(as non'different from Brahman) 
defecta of not doing what is beneficial and the like 
Would arise. 

21. On account of the other (the in* 
dividual soul) being stated (as non-different 
from Brahman) there would arise (in 
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Brahmas) the defects of not doing what is 
beneficial and the like. 

In the picvioiiB topic the oneness of the world 
with its ceoM, Brehmiui, has been established. 
Bat the Satrm also states the identic of the indi- 
vidaal soul and Brahmiui, and if Brahman at the 
eame time were the cause of the world. It would 
, be open to the charge of not doing what is gootl 
for Itaelf. Being omniscient. It would not have 
ordained anything which would do the individual 
tool harm, or abetainod from doing that which 
would be beneficial to it; for nobody is seen to do 
so with respect to oneself. Rather It would have 
created a wof’ld where everything wonld beve 
been pleasant for the individual aoul, witiiont the 
least trace of misery. Since that is not a fact, 
Brahman is sot the canae of the world, ae 
Vedfinta holds. 

g, ii ii 

I Something more g but acoonnt' 

of tba statameot of difference. 

22. But on account of the statement 
(in tbe Srutis) of difference (between the 
individual sou and Brahman) (Brahman 
the Creator is) something more (than the 
individual soul). 

‘But* refutes tbe objection of the last Sutra. 

Tbe Creator of the world in omniacient and 
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<omixipoteDt. A* cucb Ue knows tho unreality of 
tko Jivahooil and the world, and also His own 
non-attachment to them, being a more witness. 
He has neither good nor evil. So his creating a 
world of good nnd evil is not objectionable. For 
the individual iwul. however, there is good and 
■evil to long as it is in ignonincs. The Srutis 
clearly point out the difference between the in¬ 
dividual soul and the Creator in texts like “The 
Atman is to be realised" etc. (Drib. 2. 4. 5). All 
these differenoes, however, are based on imaginary 
distinctions doe to ignorance. It is only when 
Knowledge dawns that the individual soul realiM 
its identity with Brahman. Then ail plurality 
vanishes, and there is neither the individual soul 
nor the Creator. Thus the individual soul not 
'being the creator of tbe world, the objection raised 
does imt hold good. 

II (I 

Like Btjnc* etc. ^ and its 

untenability. 

23. And because the C4i&e is similar to 
that of stones (produced from tbe. same 
>carrh) etc., the objection is untenable. 

An objection may * be luised that Brebman, 
which is knowledge. Bliss, and unchangeable, 
-cannot be the cause of a world of diversity, of 
-good nnd evil. This Sutra refutes that. The 
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objection ii iinteunble. for vr« bee that from tb« 
aame materiel, earth, etoaea of different voluea 
like the preciuua jewela a« eleo uMless atonea are 
^ prodncad. So alao from Bmhnian. which ia BUw, 
a world of good and evil can be created. 

70pie S: Brakuutn though tlfstituU of mnlrrial 
ftnd in$tniine%tt i* get the mui* of tho vorld. 

?r, ii n 
Boenuae collection of acceanorica is 
seen 4 not ^tf it bo mid 4 no like milk 

% since. 

24. If it be 8aid (that Brahman with¬ 
out extraneous aids) cannot (be the cause of 
the world) because (an agent) is seen to col¬ 
lect materials (for anv construction), (we 
shy) no, since (it is) like milk (turning into 
curds). 

A fresh objection ia raiaed againat Brahman 
being the caose of the world. There ia nothing 
eztmneoua to Brahtaon to help in the work of 
crention, for there is nothing besides Brahman. 
Rrefcjnan it one without a second and so free from 
all differentiatioiu internal or external. It is 
ordinarily seen that one who creataa something, 
the tK)tter, for example, osm extraneaua aids like 
the wheel, clay, etc. But Brahman, being ono' 
without a second, has not these aoceaeories and so 
u not the Creator. The Sutra refutes this objection 
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by ■bowio^ that «iucU a thini; is possible even 
AS tailk turns into curds vitbout the help ot any 
extraneous tiling;. If it be urged that even in this* 
caw heat or eume such thing starts curdling, wc 
my it only a<'<^lerates the prorem, but the curd¬ 
ling takes place through the inherent capacity of 
the milk. One cannot turn water into cards by 
the application of heat! But Brahman being in¬ 
finite. no such aid is necessary for It to produre 
this world. That It is of infinite power is testifie^T 
by such Srutis as the following: “There is no 
efiert and no instrument known ot Him, no one is 
seen like unto Him or better. His high power is 
revflsled as manifoM and inherent, acting as force 
and knowledge." (8vet. C. ft). 

II I 

Like geds and others even in the 

worid, 

25. (The case of Brohman creating 
the world is) even like the gods and other 
beings in the world. 

It may be objected that the example of milk 
turning into curds is not in point, since it is an 
inanimate substance. One never sees a conscious 
being, a potter, tor instance, turning out things 
without tba help of external aids. 

This Sutra refutes that objection by giving on 
example of oreotion by a conscious agent without 
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nn; «xtr«neoaa help. Krcu as gods, in the eaored 
ho^, are seen tu create without extraneous means 
simplj through their inherent power, so also the 
Lord throngh His infinite power of Mfij& is able 
to create (his world of diversity. The examples 
cited above show that it is not necessary that 
creation be limited by the conditions observed in 
the 4!reation of pots. They are not nnivereal. 

• 

Tttpic 0: Brtihmnn thouffh withovt ports is yet 
the material cause af the world. 



Powibility lof the entire {Hrahmaa 
being ntndifiud) violation of the 

acriptiital xtJitcmcnt tliat IJnihtiiai) is without parts 
V or. 


26. (Rraliman’s being the cause of the 
world involves) cither the possibility of the 
entire (Brahman being modified) or the 
violHtioD of the scriptural statement that 
Brahman is without parts. 

If Brahman is without parts and yet the 
loatorisl caoM of the world, then we have to 
ndmit that the entire Brahman becomes changed 
into this multiform world. So there will be no 
nralimim left, but only the effect, the world. 
Mnreurer. it would contradict the scriptural text 
that Bmhm.vo is immutiible. If on the cither hand 
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it is Mid tbiit th« whole of It does not uadexfr^ 
tuodificntion. but only n port, then we shall have 
to accept that BraJimnu is made up of parts, which 
is denied by scriptuml texts. In either case it 
leads to a dilemma, ond m Brnhmnn cannot be the 
cnoM of the world. 

wJfg, II II 

On accoiint of uriptnral texts S but 
on acconot of bettng baaed on the scripture. 

27. But (it cannot be like that) on 
account of scriptural texts (supporting both- 
tbe apparently contradictor}' views) and on 
account of (Brahman) being based on the- 
scripture only. 

'Bat’ refutes the view of the former Sutra. 

The entire Brahman does not undergo chance, 
though the scriptures m; that tbe world originates 
from Brsdiman. Witness such texts as. “One foot 
(quarter) of Him is all beinga, and three feet are 
what is immortal in heaven” (Chh. 3.12. 6). And 
ns in matters sui>erMnffnoua tile Srutis alone arc 
authority, we have to accept that both these oppo* 
site views are true, though it does not stand ho 
reason. The thing is, tbe change in Bi'abman is 
only apparent and not real. Hence both the views 
expressed by the Sruti are tme. It is on this basis 
that the apparently contradictory texts become 
reconciled and not otherwise. 
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firf^TO fk. II II 

Wcit^ In the tndividiial non) ^ tod thns MNwi* 
•diverse ^ also % beennse. 

28. .And because in the individual 
soul also (as in the case of m^icians ete.) 
■diverse (creation exists). Similarly (with 
Drahman). 

This Sotm establiaheit the view of the former 
bj no example. 

In the dream state there appeare in* the indi- 
-Tidudl self, which ie une and indiTuible, diveraity 
reeemblin^ the waJeing state (See Brih. 4. 3. 10), 
and yet the indivisible character of the aelf is not 
jnarred by it. We see also mogicians, for instance, 
jtredneing a multiple creation without ony change 
in themselves. Similarly this diverse creation 
■springs from Brahman through Its insemtahle 
power of M&y4, though Brahman Itself remains 
unchanged. 

11 II 

On aooount of the opponent's view 
Ibeiog subject to these very objectioos ^ and. 

29. And on account of the opponent's 
■own view being subject to these very objec¬ 
tions. 

If the Pradhana is taken to be the First 
<Canse, as the opponents uf the Yed&ntic view (the 
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S&ukhyu) hold, in that cue alao, u the PradhAna 
too $• without pui'tB, the Sinkhynn view will be 
■equally nubjeot to the objeotione raiaed againet 
Brahman u the First Cauae. The Vedflnta view¬ 
point hu, however, answered all these objectiou, 
while the S&nkhyu and Vaiseehiku cannot answer 
-them, the changes being real according to them. 

Topic 10: Brahman's power of M&yA 
established. 

, ^ II II 

Endowed with all W and becauae 

H ia seen. 

30. Aod (Brahman is) endowed with 
«11 (powers), bkausc it ie seen (from the 
scriptures). 

Oenerully we sea that men endowed with a 
physical body possess such powers. But since 
Brahman hu no body, it is not likely that It can 
possess each powers—ao says the opponent. 

This Sutra gives proof of Brahman’s being 
andowed with M&yl Sakti, the power of Neeeiesce. 
Various scriptural texts declare that Brahman poa- 
aeaaes all powers. “The great Lord is the M&yin 
Xthe ruler of M&yi)“ (Svet. 4. 10). See also Chb. 
3. 14. 4 and 3. 7. 1. 

Becaoae devoid of organs 4 not 4^ ^ if 
it be said fRl that has been explained. 
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31. If it be SAid tbat because (Brah¬ 
man) is devoid of organs (it is) not (^le to> 
create, though endowed with powrsK (wc 
say) this has (already) been explaineo. 

As Brahman is dsvoid of organs. It cannot 
create. Moreover, it is described as “Not this, not 
this," which precludes all attributes; so bow can 
It poaieea auj powertf This Sutm replies that it 
has already been exptainod in 2. 1. 4. and 2. 1. 26 
that with respect to Brahman the scripture alone is 
authority and not reason. The scripture declares 
tlist Brahman, although devoid of organs, possesses 
all capacities. “Grasping witliout hands, movinir 
swiftly without feet" etc. (Svet. 3. 19). Though 
Brahman is without attribotes, yet on account of 
MSy& or Nescience It can be taken to possess nil 
powers. 

Topic II: Brahvuin’t crfotion Itajt no inntit* 
hsAmd sscept a sportive impulse. 

W II II 

4 Not on account of having moti^'o. 

32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of 
the world) on account of (every activity) 
having a motive. 

Granting that Brnbman poaseasea all powers 
for rreation. a further objection is raised against 
Its being the cause. Nobody engages himself in 
anything without a motive or purpose. Everythiug 
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it Qhdertakeu b; p«opIa to Mtiafy some desire. But 
Brshmaa is self-suffieient, tberefore It has notbiiv;^ 
to gain by tbe creation; hence we cannot expect It 
to engage Itself in such a umIbss creation. There¬ 
fore Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. 

II 

As is seen in the world 3 but 
mere pastime. 

88. But (Brahman’s creative activity^ 
is mere pastime, as is seen in the world. 

Even os kings without any motive behind are 
seen to engage in acts for mere pastime, or even as 
men breathe without a purpoeo, for it is their very 
nature, or even as children play out of mere fun, 
so also Brahnon without any pnrpoae engage* Itsslf 
in creating this world of diveisi^. This answers 
the objection raised in ths previous Sutra against 
Brahman’s being the cause of tbe world. 

T<rpie 12: PartialU.^ and cruelty cannot be 
attributed to Brahmen. 

1 fWT U II 

Partiality and cruelty i( not «>lwid.on 
account of Its taking into consideration (other 
reasons) tlWI so If because declareo. 

84. Partiality and cruelty cannot ^ 
attributad to Brahman) on account of Its 
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taking into ccnsideration (other reasons in 
that matter), because (the scripture) declares 
(it to be) 80 . 

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the 
Lord it partial to tome. He is cmel, inasmach as 
He makes people suffer. To such au objection this 
Sutra replies that the Lord cannot be accused of 
portiahtj and cruelty, because He dispeneee ac* 
cording to the merit and demerit of the individual 
soul. The scripture declares to that effect, "A man 
becwnes good by good work, bod by bad work" 
(Birb. 3. 2. 13). But this does not contradict the 
independence of the Lord, even as the king’s status 
is not ccmpronuBod by his giving presents to his 
servants according to their action. Just os rain 
helps dlfferant seeds to sprout, each according to its 
nature, so God is the general efRcient cause in 
bringing the latent tendencies of each individual 
to fruition. Hence he is neither partial nor cmel. 





, II 


g Not want of distinction in work 

^tf it bo said 8 no because of (the 

world) beiDg without a beginning. 

85. If it be aaid (that is) not (possible) 
for want of any distinction in work (before 
creation), (we say) no, because of (the world) 
being without a b^^ning. 

Since before the first creation the individual 
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ftaiul c'aniint iiowtibly Uavc Uad n exist- 

«nce, whenre coinw the differeui’e in the coudilion 
uf beiufffl in that hurt creatiou, ualeu the Lord 
has (-aased It oat of Hia partiality? This ohjec- 
liou is nuaverod by the Satrs. which says that 
<reation is without a be^oDiafc aod the question 
«f hrst creation cannot arise. It is like a seed 
and its sprout. 8o the individual souls have 
always bad a pjevious existence and done ffood or 
bad deeds in aooordance with which their lot in a 
subsequent creation is onlsined by the Lonl. 

^ II 

3779^ Is rcasonsblo ^ and aiHlS^ttv^is 
eoen ^ also. 

36. And (that the world is without a 
begiBning) is reasonable and is also seen 
(from the scriptures). 

Reasca tells us that creation uinst be without 
a beginnin^r. For if the world did not exist in a 
potential state in the form of Santskdras (impres¬ 
sions), then on aheolntely uon-existinK thing 
would be produced at creation. In that case even 
liberated so^its might be reborn. Uoreover 
people would be enjoying or suffering without 
having done anything to deserve it—an instance 
of an effect without a cause, which is abeurd. It 
cannot be attributed lo primeval ignoranre, which, 
being one, requires the dlveiuity of individual 
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|MKt work lo pttxluoe mried resolto. Tbe 
•criptnrM also posit tlie oxistonce of the worlA in 
former circles ia texts like "The I/)rd doTised the 
Ban and moon as before” (Kig>Veda 10. 190. 3). 

So pnrtiaUtf and craeitjr cnnnot be imputed 
to the I^rd. 

Topitf 13: Hrahnum eiutowed mth aU atkrihutet 
ntcwary fat creafton. 

ii ii 

From the iraeiubiltt)’ of nil attri¬ 
butes Wand. 

37. And because all attributes (re¬ 
quired for the creation of the world) are 
possible (only in Brahman, It is the caiiM of 
the world).* 

This Satra unswers the objaction that baennsa 
Brahman is ottribntaleaa It cannot ba tha mnterinT 
Mttsa of the world. 

ObjeetiAn: Uaterial cause is that which 
nndergoaa modification as tha effect. Such n 
cauae is iranarnlljr aeau to poasasa attributas in tha 
world. Tharafora an nttribntalaaa Brahman can¬ 
ned be the material cause of tha world, as it goes 
roantar to onr oTarydej axporianoa. 

.dtuwar: Though tha material cause under¬ 
goes change to prodora the effect, ^at this can 
taka plara in txro ways. An actual inodificatiou. 
as nhrn milk taruH into citrdsp os an apparent 
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modifioAtiuJi (]u« to iguui'anc^, nil wheu u rop* u 
token for a fooke. Therefore thoogh in the tttri* 
hutcJeas Brahman nn uctnal change is impoesihle, 
jet un apparent moOiliuiition ii poeeible owing to 
lie power of Uftyit. Becauee of tbia power all the 
ntlributea reqiiiretl in the cauM for snoh a creation 
are possible only in Brahman. Therefore 
BrBh)uan is the material cause of this world, not 
through actual modification, but through apparent 
TDodificatiou, and It is abo the efficient cause of 
f the world. Therefore the fact that Brahman is 
the canae of the world ia established. 


« 




CHTAl’TEU II 


SiSCTlOK II * 

In the Inet Htrtion nil argumente agaiiuit 
Brahman being the Fimt Cauee hnve been 
anevored. In thia aecticia all the Aoctiines o! the 
other echoolK are tahen up for refatation through 
manning alone without reforenre to the authority 
of the Vedas 

Tn the Inst Sutni it has beeu shown thnt 
Bmbman pomeKsea all the attributes, though 
through Uiyh. for equipping It to be the Firet 
Cause of the unirerM. Now the q\teotion is tniceu 
up whether the S&nkbyou Pmdhinn onn mtUfy all 
those conditions. ^ 

Joptr 1: RefvUttion of tht S&nkhynn theory of 
• the PmdhAnn at th* Fxrtt Cotwe. 

JTTgtfRxiii \ II 

Becaueo of the imimeaibility of design 
^ and 4 not e^qisi^tbat which is inferred. 

1. Aod that which is inferred (vte.. 
the Pradh4na of the 8&nkhyas can) not (be 
the First Cause) because (in that case it is) 
not pc^ible (to account for the) design 
(found in the creation). 
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In Ui« preceding portion the S&nkhTen 
doctrine hae been related here and there on •orip' 
toral authority. Sutne 1-10 refute it through 
reasoning independent of the Vedfinta texts. 

The inert Pmdh&ua does not pouew the 
intelligenoe that is required for creating such a 
direrae and veil-designed world as this, and so it 
cannot be the First (^nse. 

II ^ It 

Of a tendency ^ and. 

2 And on axxount of (the impossibility 
of such) a tendency (to create). 

Even granting that snch a creation is poe- 
sibls for the Pradhftna, still there are other 
abjections. 

Inert Pradh&na cannot again he credited with 
the desire or tendency to create. Olay by itself is 
never seen to create a pot without the agency of 
an intelligent being. Ho the inert Pradh&na can¬ 
not be the cause, for in that case the activity 
necessary for the produotira of the w<ffld .would 
( be impoaeihle There must be some ruling intelli¬ 
gence for that purpose. 

«nnftii ^ ii 

milk end water ^if it be said 9V 

there even. 

3. If it be said (that the Pradh&na 
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spout&neously undergoes modification) like 
(the flowing of) milk and water, (we say 
timt) even ^re (it is due to intelligwce). 

The Siokbya* try tu get over the difficulty by 
saying that even aa water flnws is rivere aponta* 
seottily or milk from the udder to the calf, ao alao 
the inert Pradhftna may become actiTe of ita own 
accord and undergo modification into intellect, 
Ahaukira, etc. without the agency of any intelli¬ 
gence. The latter port of the Sutra refutee this 
and Mja that even the flowing of water and milk 
ia directed by the Supreme Lord. The acripturee 
aleo say: ''Under the mighty rule of this lm« 
mutable, 0 Qhrgi, some rivera flow to the eaat'* 
etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 9); **He who inhabita water, but 
ia within it, . . . who controla water from within” 
(Brih. 8. 7. 4). The Lm^d ia behind everything 
directing the material world. 

II ^ II 

There being no extraneous agency 
beiidea H ^ and because it ia not 

dependent 

4. And because (the Pradh&na) is not 
dependent (<» anything), there being no 
extraneous ^ency besioes it. (its activity 
and non-setivity cannot be explained). 

The Pradhisa of the S&nkhypa being inert, it 
cannot of itself start to be active, or when once set 
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in motion, cesM to be active of itself. So in tbe 
absence of an intelligent guiding i)rinciple it is 
impossible (or tbe SAnkbyae to explain creation 
and dissolution at tbe beginning and end of a 
cycle, wbicb they admit. Tbe only other prin- 
ciplo besides tbe I'tadb&na that they admit is tbe 
Puruaba or soul, bat according to ^em it is not 
an ogent, (or it i* indillsrent. All other principles 
which they admit including even Sanaa or but 
products o( tbe Pradb&na and as such cannot have 
any determining effect on it. Hence their position 
iauDcbes them into a contradiction. 

3isq5n>TTWTw ^ ii ii 

spjni ELsowhsrc because of its ab«c»ic« ^ 
aud not ij*lrf^tl.even os gram etc. 

5. And (it can) not ^be said that the 
Pradhftna unaergoes modification sponta¬ 
neously) even as grass etc. (turn into 
milk) ; because of its absence elsewhere (than 
in the female mammals). 

Nor is tbe spontaneous modification of tbe 
Pradhins possible. If you cite grass us an 
instance, we say it is not cbnngsd into milk 
spontaneously but only when eaten by female 
mammals. Otherwise it would be converted into 
milk independently of them. Since the analog; 
itself does not stand, ws cannot aMspt tbs 
Pradbtns’s undergoing modidention of imelf. 
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II % II 

Accepting «lft even WVfwifl. beeauic of 
the Nbeence of any purpoM. 

6. Even accepting (the Sftnkhyan posi¬ 
tion with regard to the spontaneous modifi« 
cation of the Pradh&na. it cannot be the 
First Cause) because of the abeence of any 
purpose. 

Orootiog tbe opiintnoeity gt the PradhAna, it 
will lead to a rontrnilirtion in their philosophy. 
If tlie PmdhAua is uctive •pontaneovaly, then this 
urtivity rannot have any purpose, which would 
contradict the Stnkhynn view that the modificu* 
tinn of the PradhAnu is for the experience and 
Liberation of the soul. Moreover, the aonl being 
perfect, it ie elready free and nothing can be 
arideil to or taken away from it. Hence the Pra> 
dhkno cannot be the First Cause. 

ii v* n 

Kven as a |)enK)n or a luagnet ^ 
if it be aaid even then. 

7. If it be said (tjiat the Purusha can 
direct the Pradhfina) even as a (crippled) 
person (can direct a blind man), or a magnet 
(the iron filings), even then (the difficulty 
(^not bo sunnoiinted). 

The Sinkhyas hold that though the Purusha 
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u iImU iuftrtivt! jrH it can cUrrct tho Pradliinnp 
the Sutra r«(utaa it.' AccordibR to the K&uklijn*, 
th« PradhSoH is indrpendent, and ao it U not in 
keeping trith thin to wy tlint it ilopenda on the- 
nearnOM of the Puriishn (or ito ucUvity, cren n«- 
the iron filinga depend un the magnet for their 
motion. UonioTer, the Pnruahu being nlmys 
near the PradhSna, there would he permanency of 
<-rentiou. Again, the caw: of the lame and tlie 
blind in not an upt example, for the lame man 
enn give dtrectioua to the blind one and direct 
him: but aiiice the Punuha ia nltog«ther indiffer¬ 
ent according to the Sankbyita, it cannot do that 
with reaped to the Pmdliina. In Vedkntn. 
though Brahman ia indifferent, yet through U&ya 
It U endowed with nttribatea and artiyity; ao It 
becomea tbe Creator. Again the Puniaha and the- 
Pmdh&nn are altogether aepdrate and indepen¬ 
dent; the one ia intelligent-and indifferent, th** 
other inert and independent. Now if Iheae two are 
to he connocted. n third principle will he roqoirwt. 
and aince no aiich principle ia recogniiod in tho- 
SSnkh.VH phihaophy. their connection ia impoa- 
aible. 

arfinwTgTm w n < II 

aiJlRff-ttjipm: Owing to the impoaribility of the 
relation of principal (aud anbordinatc) R and. 

8. And because the relation of 
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priDcip&l (and subordinate) is impossible 
(among the gunas, the Praoh&na cannot be 
actire). 

The Pr«dhftn«, according to the Sinkhyas, 
oonustB of the three Gunae (conetitnenta), Sattra, 
ttajae, and Tamaa, which are independent of each 
ethet and in a state of equilihrium before creation. 
Creation begtaa when this equilibrium ia upaet 
and one Guna becomes more predominant than 
the other two. Equilibrium cannot be upaet 
without an; external force, nor can the Gunaa. 
which are abeolutel; independent in the state of 
Pradhdna, take of themeelves a aubsidiarj poai* 
tion to another Gniui without loeing their inde> 
pendence. Hence creation would be impoeeible. 

aRwrgftnfl ^ ii ^ ti 

•wai Otherwise eglipft if it be inferred ^ even 
JvHt^qtnr^owingtothc absence of the power of 
intelligence. 

9. Even if it be inferred otherwise, 
owing to the absence of the power of intelH* 

E (tbe other objections to the Pradbfima 
the First Cause remain). 

If it be inferred from the effecta that the 
cause, the Pradhina, consists of Gunas which are 
not absolute!; tudependent, but contain eome 
•iharacteristice inherent in them, like unstability, 
<iwiag to which the; themseWes enter into a state 
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o( iuaqaalitj eveo wUil« tbwy cm ia a Btata of 
oqttilibrium, tkeu uUo because of tbs want of 
iatelligencs th« objections founded on deet^n in 
the world and that it would lead to continnons 
rreaiicHi, stand against accepting the Pradb&na ae 
the ilirtt Cauee. Vide Sutras 1 and 4. 

II II 

Because of contradietioos ^ also 

ineonaUtcnt. 

10. Also because of contradictions (tho 
SAnkhyan theory) is inconsistent. 

There ore mrions contradictions in the SSs- 
khja philoeophy, as, for example, sometimes the 
senses are said to bs stsTsn and- again they are 
said to bs seesa, again the Tanmfitras are said to 
be produced from Mahat in one place and in 
another place from Abankira ®nd so on. 

Its differences with 8ruti and Smriti are well* 
known. Hence the doctrine of the Fradhann of 
the S&nkhyas csinoot be accepted. 

Topic 2; Rcfutcium of tha o&jsctson frowr 
the Vniitihika ttanipoint againtt Brahinan 
being the First Cattse. 

Even as the great and loag SI or |W- 
S^H^ntnanii from the short and the inBnitesiiwil. 

11. (The world may originate from 
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Brahman) even as the CTeat and long (triad 
etc.) originate from ^e short (and the 
minute <fyad) or (this kind of dyad) from the 
infinitesimal (atom). 

The StnUiyai hitving beau refuted the Toiae* 
■liitra philosophy is ffthen up iu suIim 11-17 awd 
refuted. First, the plausible objection against 
Brahman being the First Cause is answered from 
•the standpoint of the Vauesliikas in Sutra 11. 
According to them the qualities of the cause pro¬ 
duce similar qualities in the effects, even the 
whiteness of the threads produce that of the cloth 
•woven out of them. So if the world ie cr«ate4l 
from Bruhnuiu, the quality of intelligence ehould 
abide in the world also; but os a matter of fact it 
does not. So Brahman cannot be the cause of the 
world. This ergument is refuted ou the ground 
■thet the same objection applies to the Yaiaashiku 
view of creation also; hence it is no special objec¬ 
tion against Tedftnta. According to them the ulti¬ 
mate condition of thu world U atomic, and all 
things in this world are but oggregatee of the 
different kinds of atoms. The atoms are eternal 
and the ultimate cauM of the world. In the state 
■of diaeolution the world exists in the atomic state. 
At the time of creation the atoms of air are set in 
motion by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and 
two atoms combine to form a dyad. Again, three 
dyads combine to form a triad and four dyads 
form a tetrad, and in this way gross air is createrl. 
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Similarly, tlio other eleuientji are cnfttwl from 
their rMpwtiva utomi unci dyadic. An atom, 
iwcording to thia philoaojchy, is infiniteumal. a 
dyad is minute and short, and r^pounds from 
the triad npwards are great and long. Now, if 
two otome which are sphariciO. prodnce a dyad 
which is ininnt«'‘and short, but in which the 
sphericity of the atom is not raproducad. or if 
four dyads, which are short and minute, produce 
a tetrad, which is gi’cat and Icmg, but the ujinute- 
ness and shurtnem of the dyad are not handed 
down, it is clear that all the qnalitiee of the cuuse 
are not reprwlnced in the effect. So there ran be 
no objection to an intelligent Brahman being the 
cause of the world, which is not intelligent. 
Brahman, which ia Knowledge and Bliss, ran pro¬ 
duce a world which is inert and full of misery. 

Topir. .T: He/utatiot^ of th^alomie thoerg 
of tho Vaitoihihai. 

Having answered the objection against the 
YedAntic view, the author of the Sutras now pn^ 
ceeds to refute the Vaieeshiha philosophy. 

Twwrft ^ ii u 

a’Wfft In either csk W ia not activity eiR: 
therefore tRMran: negation of that. 

12. Id either case (viz., the Adriehts, 
the unseen principle, inhering either in the 
atoms or in the soul) the activity (of the 
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atoms) is not (possible); therefore the new- 
tion of that (et*. of creation through the 

combination of atoms). . 

If th« world U crooted by the combination ol 
atome, the queetion ii, what caoeoa thU combina- 
tionf 1£ it ie a aeen cause, it U not possible betcre 
the creation of the body. A seen cause can either 
be sn endeavour, or an impact, or the like. Uxdess 
then is the connection of the sool with the mind, 
then can be no endeavour on the part of the soul, 
according to the Voiseshika assumption. And 
since before cnation there is no body and there- 
fore no mind, endeavour «-unnot take place. 
.Siaiilarb' with impact etc. If the cause is 
Adrishta (the uuseen principle), docs it inhere in 
the soul or in the atoms? In either cose, it cannot 
be the cause of the first motion of the atoms; for 
this Adrishta is non-iutalligent and so cannot act 
by itself. H it is inherent in the soul/ the sool 
bein/ then inert, there i* no intelligence to guide 
this Adrishta. If it is iuheioot in the atoms, it 
being always present, a nUte of dissolution would 
be iiapcasible, for the atoms will be always active. 
Again, the soul is without parts like the atoms, 
and M» there is no ptwubility of any connection 
between the eon! and the atoms. Consequently, 
if the Adriihia iuheres in the soul, it cannot 
influence the motion of the atoms not cmmect^ 
with the soul. So in all cose* original octivity in 
the iitmus is not passible, and in the absence of 
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that there can be no combination of atoms, os the 
Vau>.>8hikM say. Consequently, the theory. that 
the world is created by the combination of ntoaie 
is nntenable. 

Btnn*«n3^tnRRl,S(uuaviya being admitted R also 



13. (The Vaiseshika theory is unten¬ 
able)'also (because it involves) a rtgressus «» 
infinitiim on similar reasoning, since it ac¬ 
cepts Samav&ya. 

SamavAyu or inseparable iuherenoe is one of 
the aeven categories of the Vaieeehikas. They say 
it is this that connects the dyad with its consti- 
tnents, the two atoms, since the dyad and the 
atoms are of different qualities. In that cnee 
Samurkya (inherence) itself also being different 
from, these dyads ami atoms, which it ccmnects, 
another SamarSyn will be required to connect it 
with these, ond that in its turn will require 
another SamavAyn to connect it with the first 
SamsTfi^ and so on without an end. Hence tiie 
argument would be defective, and consequently 
the atomic doctrine, which admits Samavlya for 
combination, is inadmissible. 

^ II II 

Parmanontly ^and becatinc exist¬ 
ing. 


>.8.—14 
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14. And because of the perman^t 
existence (of the tendency to act or otherwise 
of the atoms, the atomic theory is inadmissi¬ 
ble). 

Tke mtomio tkeory uivolvea another difficulty. 
If tbe atomii are by nature actiTe, then creation 
would be permanent, (or diaaolution would' mean 
a change in tbe nature o( the atome, which ia 
impoMible. If on tbe other band, they are by 
nulure inactiTe, then diaaolution would be perma¬ 
nent, and there will be no creation for the same 
reason. Their nature cannot be both activity and 
inactivity, they being coutradictmy. If they are 
neither, their activity and inactivity would 
depend on an efficient cause, like Adriahta, which 
being always connected with the atoms, dioy will 
always be active, and creation would be perma¬ 
nent. If on tbe other hand, there ia no efficient 
-cause, there will be no activity of the atoms and 
hence no creation. Consequently the atomic 
theory ia again inadmiasible. 

ii u 

On aoooont of poaKsaiog colour etc. 
^ and tbe opposite becmuae it ia aeen. 

15. And on account of (the atoms) 
possessing colour etc.,the opposite (of what 
the Vais^ikas hold would be true), because 
it is seen. 
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The etoiaii oi'o saiu to liovu coloui' etc., for 
utherwue the eflecta will not poeeeM iheee qaali* 
ties, since it is the qaalities oi the cunse that are 
louud in the eflevU. In thnt cose the atoms woolil 
«'ease to be atumiu und penuunent. Foi* wbuteTer 
poascsMS wlviir etc. is found to be gross, not 
minute, and iuqwniianeut us i-ompued with its 
euoite. So the hIoiiis abiu, which have colour etc., 
must be gruM uiul itupermunent, and this contni' 
4licts the Vaiseithiku teuet that they are minute 
and pemuineiit. Sii the ntomh cannot be the ulii* 
mute cause of the world. 

^ II II 

aWiI 111 oitluB' COSO ^ and ^npi. because of 
defects. 

16. And because of defects in either 
case (the atomic theory is untenable). 

The foui* gnwA elements earth, water, fire, sud 
nir isre produced from atoms. Now these elements 
are different ns regards qualities. Earth, for 
exuinple, has the «;aaliiies of touch, taste, smell, 
nwl colour, while water has only three of these, 
fire only two,- and air one. If we suppose thnt 
their reapectire utMos also possess the same nnm> 
ber of qualities as they, then while an atom of air 
bus one quality, au atom of earth will hare four 
quulitifs. PoHiu-Msing four qualities it will be 
bigger in siae. for eur rxpvriejw-e says that on 
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iumniKf uf i]ilAlitiw ronnot tnke pbrr without nil 
incmiM of •iso, ami roiuiequentl.r it would ceoae to 
bc-otomir. If, on the other hand', we take them 
all to poMOM* the HAmv number of qualities, then 
there cannot he aoj difference in the qaalitiee of 
the products, the elements, according to the prin^ 
ciple that the qualities of the cause ore reproducml 
in its effects. In either case, Ute TaiMishikn doo> 
trine is defectire and therefore inadmisaible. 



Becniiso it is not accepted V. and WftRln 
completely SH^t to be rejected. 

17. And because (the atomic theory) 
is not accepted (by any authoritative persons 
like Mnnu and others) it is to be completely 
rejected. 

Topic 4: H*fvialum of ths Bauddha Boali$t$. 

ftgrw fiTsiTfr ]| II 

The {^sregate liaving for its cause 

the two 9|fq oven it will not take place. 

18. Even if the (two kinds of) aggre¬ 
gates proceed from their two causes, there 
would result the non-formation (of the two 
aggregates). 

This Sutm begins tlie refutation of the* 
llnaddhn school. Iltere are thrnc principal achools 
of Biiddliisia. vis. the Baalists., whoi accept thi^ 
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TBulity u( both th« ouUide and tb« iiuido irorld. 
i-dnsiiiting i'«Mpertively of extei-nal ihutg* lUid 
Ihouifht: thfi Idealut*, who uiAiDtaiu that thought 
almit! ia i-cal; and tbe Nihilists, who luaintsiu that 
«verytlunfr ia void aud nnns]. But all of them 
agtw that ovoiything is niomentai?—nothing lusts 
bayiuid ii utnment. 

The Hcalists among the Bauddhas recogniM 
two i«ggregat«a, the external iiiatorial world and 
the iutenial mental world—both together making 
the uniTerae. The external world is made up 
of the aggregation of atoms. These atoms are of 
four kinds~-atoms of earth, which are bard; 
stums of water, which are viscid; atoms of fire, 
which are hot; and atoms of air, which are mobile. 
Of the internal woild, the five Skaudhaa (groups) 
nre rbe cause. They arc—Unpa Skundha, coni- 
jariaing the senses and their objects; the VijnauA 
>ikandha. comprising the series of sslf-coguitions 
which give vise to the uuliuu of ‘1’; the VedanA 
fikamiha, comprising plessnre, pain, etc.; the 
.Samjni Rkandha, comprising the cognition of 
things by namea. ns. he is a men; and the Sams* 
k&ra Skandha, uuuiprising attachment and aver- 
won, Dhnntin (merit), Adbarma (demerit), etc. 
By the aggregation of these Skaudhaa the internal 
aggregate or the mental world is produced.' These 
are ihe two internal und external aggregates 
referred to in the Sutras. Sntrna 18-27 refute the 
Realists’ view. 
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The qantion uow aritfs, how are these aggre* 
formed? Is there an intelligent principle 
iwhiml as the ranse, the guide, of the nggrega- 
tiun. or does it take place Bpontnneoiul;? It 
there U nn inteUigont principle, is it stationarj or 
mon>entarT? It it ia stationary, the Buddhistic 
doctrine of momeiitariueas is contradicted. It it 
is momentary, thon we cannot say that it comes 
into existence first nnd then unites the atoms, (or 
that would mean that the cause lasts tor more than 
one moment. Again, if there is no intelligent 
principle us guide, how can the non-intelligent 
ntnms ond the Rkandhas aggr^rnte in a sys t ematic 
»tiy? llArcorer, the activity would he etemaU 
end there would be no destruction or Pralayn. 
For all these reas(»ns the (omiation of aggregates, 
cannot he accounted tor. and in their absence 
there cannot exist the stream of mundane exist* 
enco. Conseqnently. the doctrine of this school of 
Bnuddhns in Untenable. 



tRRm. II mi 

Because nt succesris'e oaiwality ^ 
If it be mid n no WftwW-WlTWRT becims* they 
are merely the efficient cause of the origin. 

19. If it be said (that the forinatioa 
of figgregntes is possible) because of the- 
wtocessive causality (of Nescience etc. ii> 
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the Bauddha series), (we say), no. because 
they are merely the efficient cause of the 
origin (of the immediately subsequent thing 
in the series, and not of the aggregation). 

The Mries w w follow*: Kc*eiene«, Sanuk&ra 
avenion, etc.), Tijain* (aeU- 
conAcioiUDea*), name (earth, water, etc.), colonr 
(tho radimentary inj^rcdient* of the body), abode 
of the aix («.*. the body and the mum*), contact, 
experience of pleaatire etc., deaire, morement. 
merit and demerit, etc. In this aerie* the i]nmfr> 
diately preceding item ia the cause of the next, 
and BO we can explain the mundane exiatenc* 
without any combining principle, as demanded in 
the prerious Sutra. Theae conatitute an uninter¬ 
rupted chain of cause and effect, reTolring un¬ 
ceasingly, and thia cannot take place without 
aggregates. So aggregate* are a reality. 

The Sutre refutes it by saying that though is 
the series the preceding one ia the cause of tbs 
subsequent one, there is nothing which can be the 
muse of the whole aggregate. That the atoms 
cannot combine of thcmselTee even whra they are 
Assumed to he permanent and eternal, has been 
shown in refntbig the Vaiseshikas. Much more is 
their eombinbtion by themseWe* impossible when 
they are momentary, as the Buddhists hold. 
Again, the indiTidual soul, for whose enjoyment 
etc. thie ag g regate of body etc. exists, it also 
momentary and cnnnnt therefore be an enjoyer; 
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and whose a^ib is Liberatiou, since the individuAl 
•ool is momentary P So the seriee, thongh it 
HtnQde in a relation of surevseive causality, ruu- 
not be the caoM of the aggregates, and there 
being no permanent enjoyer, there is neither any 
need of these aggregates. So the Bauddba doc* 
trine of inomentariuess is miteuable. 

The Sutra can also be explained ae follows: 
The Bauddhas say, if «o hold that the atoms 
etund in a relation of causality, then no conibia* 
iug principle of the atoms would be necessary; in 
that case they would join of tlieiaselvas. The 
lattei' part of the Sutra refutes this saying that 
the causality will explain only the production of 
the atoBis of the pot of a subsequent moment by 
the atoms of the pot of a previons moment, but 
will not explain the emubiuatiou of the atoms 
into an aggregate, which can take place <m]y if 
there is an intelligant agent behind, for otherwise 
the <«mbinatiun of inert and momentary atoms 
cannot be explained. 

^ II II 

At the time of the i^odaetion of tlw 
eubsequent thing ^ and WiIRl because the ante* 
cedent one has ceased to exist. 

20. And because at the time of the 
production of the subsequent thing (even in 
the series of successive caus^ity) the 
antecedent thing has already ceased to exist. 
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<it cannot be the cause of the subsequent 
thing). 

The Sjutra uuw refutes Ihut even the suoce»> 
•ive causftlity spokeu of the sene* Neecieaot, 
'SaxrxkAras. etc. is untenable. Since everything 
is momentary, the entececlent thing would already 
have ceased to exist at the next moment^ when' 
the nubwqueut thing is created; so it cannot he 
the «-ousa of the otlier. The clay that exists at 
rthe time the pot is created, is alone the cauae of 
the ]K»t, and not that which existed before and baa 
•ceased to exist theu. If it be still maintained to 
be the cause, theu we have to accept that exist* 
•cnee comes out of nou-existsnce, which is impoa* 
sible. Again the ocrepinnoe of the doctrine of 
imonicBtarineM would go against the prindpU 
•that the effect ie the cause in a new form. This 
principle shows that the cause exists in the effect, 
which means that it is not momentary. Aj^in on 
account of the moineutarinees of things ‘origina' 
tion' und 'destruction' will be synonymous, for if 
we say there is difference between the two, then 
we shall be forced to say that the thing lasts at 
'Ivaat for more than one moment, and consequently 
vre shall have to abandon the doctrine of 
anotaentariness. 

arafir ii ii 

sraSl If non-existence (of canso) be tta sumed J<W* 
ooDlradiction of the proposition other- 

wise siinaltaneity. 
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21. If non*exi8tonce (of cause) be ait- 
suuTiod, (the effects being produced in spite 
of it) (there will result) contradiction of 
their (Bauddbas') proposition. Otherwise 
(thi‘re would result) simultaneity (of cause 
and effect^ 

If. io avoid the didiculfy rhowo in the pre* 
riou.*! .Satr*, the Baaddhoa enj that effects are 
pmHnred withoat a caose. then they would contn* 
<]irt their own proposition that every effect has « 
ennae. If on the other hand a ranae be ossnined. 
flieti wr have to accept that the onnae nnd effect 
exiat Nimultaneoualy at the next moment, 
the cauae la^ for more than one moment, at 
already shown in the last Sutra, which would 
falaitv the doctrine of momentnrineea, 

ufflWWIufdtdvjllHtluiltlfH:, II H 

yPkiMI ( Cmucinua dc“ 

atruction and nncnnerioiw destrnction would ho 
impoflaible owinj to ncvndatomiptinti. 

22. O)nscious and imoonscious de¬ 
struction would be impossible owing to non- 
interruption. 

Tha Baaddhax maintain that nniveraal dcs* 
truclion ia ever going nn, and that this deatmc* 
timi is of (wii kinds, conaciona and uneonscious. 
The former depends upon nn act of thought, oe 
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wh«Q « jcur ia brukaa by » luau iritb a atick.- 
vbile tbe latter is the natural dacaj of things. 
The Sutra aays that either kind of destruction 
would be impossible, for it must refer either to 
the series of momentary existences or to the single 
members of that series. The series is continuoua- 
and can nerer be stopped. Whyf Because tho- 
List momentary existeuco before such destruction 
must be assumed either to produce ita effect or 
not to produce it. If it does, then the serit*s 
would continue and will not be dMtroyed. If it* 
does not produce the effect, the lost momentary 
exietence ceases to be a fact at all, for according, 
to the Bauddhas existence (Satil) means causal 
efficiency. Again the non-existence of the leat 
momentary existence would lead backward to tho 
non-existence of the prerious momentary exiateoce 
and so on of the whole series. 

Again these two kinds of destruction connot 
be found in the indiridual members of the seriea- 
aUo. For owing to the momentary existence of 
each member no conscioiu destruction of it i« 
possible. Neither can it be unconscious destruc- 
Hon, since the indiridnal member ia not altogether 
destroyed; for when a pot is destroyed we find the 
existence of the clay in the sherds. Eren in 
those caaee where it seems to ranish, as when a 
drop, of water disappears on account of heat, we 
cah infer that it contimiee to exist in some other 
form, r»*. as steam. 
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^ «WiTi_ II It 

lo either case ^ aud because of objoc* 

tiAns. 

23. And in either case (i.e. whether 
Nescience with its offshoots meets with con- 
scions or imooiiscions destruction resulting 
in final release) because of the objections 
{that arise, the Bauddha positicm is un¬ 
tenable). 

Neirience.. according to the Baaddhaa, u the 
fnlee idea of iiemtanencj iu thing* taomentary. 
They uy that on the destrnctioB of it Mokaha or 
Prawlom ia attained. Now this destmction of 
Nescience must be one of the two kinde referred 
to in the last Sntm. If it is a conscious deetrnc- 
tion. <Ie)>«nding on the effort of the individnal— 
his penance and knowledge, then this would go 
roQuter to the Buddhistic doctrine of moinen- 
larinetw, according to which Nescience will also be 
momeutsry and cease to exist after a manient of 
its own accord. And if we say that the destruc¬ 
tion of ignorance is spontaneous, then the Bnd- 
clhiflt instructioti as to the ’path* is useless. So 
in either ease the Bauddha position is untenable. 

arwi^ II II 

In the case of AkAsn (space) ^ also •AvI'Wl 
there bring no difference. 
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21. The case of AlcfLsa also not beiog 
different (from the twofold deetruction. it 
also cannot be a non-enti^). 

Aeeordiug to tbv Buuddhot, booidw the two¬ 
fold dectructiou AIcAm or space ia a third noo- 
tKititj. It luwiUK the ahoence in general of any 
corering dr occupying IxkIj. It has been showie 
in Sutras 22-23 thnt the two kinds of deetrnctiou 
are not abaolutely deveud of pocitiTe characteris¬ 
tics nnd so cannot be uoo-entitiM. The case of 
Akksa is also similar. Jmt os earth/ air, etc.., 
are recognised to be entities in conseqnence of 
their being the substratum of propsiites like 
sroell etc., sinulsrly Akkon also on account of its 
being the subetratum of sound ought to be reoog- 
nited ns an entity. Earth etc. ore experienced 
through their attributes, and the existence of 
Akksa olio-is experienced through its attribute, 
sound, Consequently it also must be an entity. 

II ^ II 

On account of memory ^ and. 

25. And on account of memory (the 
)}prraaaency of the experiencer has to be 
reo(^;mzed). 

A further refutation of the monentorioese of 
things’ ia given here. If everything is momen¬ 
tary. the experiencer or enjoyer of something must 
also be momentory. But that (he enjoyer is not 
momentary and abides lunger ia realised from the 
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FncI tliiit ,p«upU> hitv« tlMT uiemoi'y of past .expeii- 
fiire!!. Memory ii jiumubltii only iu a penun wlio hiu 
previoonly experiwu’wl it, for what i* experienced 
by otic iiniii iJ* unt rciiicmUered by another. So the 
-Ugent of the expeririu'e und the rcineiubniiice 
beinf the snme, be in connected with at least two 
inouieuti^^whiL'b relutee the doctrine of raoinen- 
lariness. 


ii it 

R Not •WSJ froiM imiM-xtetenco •RBWfS because 
thia if not Men. 

26. (Existfiice does) not (result) front 
non-existence, because this is not seen. 

The Buucldhae any that from anything that ie 
ctenml und nun-chaugiug no eSecU can be pro- 
■duc«<l; for that which doee not change cannot give 
rise to effeetz. So they My that the cause under¬ 
goes destmetiou before the effect is produced. 
The seed undergoes destruction, and then the 
sprout comeH out. In other words, existence 
springs from uou-«xisteucc. The Sutra refutes 
tins by saying that if it were so, then the osaump- 
tiou of special causes would be meaningless. Any¬ 
thing might spring from anything; ior non-entity 
is the same in nil (-uses. There is no difference 
between the non-eurity of a mango stone and that 
of ati apple seed. ConH«-quently we could expect 
nn apple tree to i'<onie out of a mango atone. If 
thriv are dUtinrHinis beiween uou-existancea, wiUi 
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til* iMult that th« uvB*«ai«teiice of a mango ttoue 
differs from that of an applo tood, and therefore 
they produce certain deii^te reenlte, then they 
will no longer he uon*«iititiM, but eomething 
poeitive. 

II ^ n 

Of (he cflnrtleee •iR eveu ^ and 
thus attainuieul of tl»c goal. 

27. And thus (if existence should 
spring from non-existenoe. tWe would 
resulu the attainment of the goal even by 
the effortless. 

Mere inactiTity would-recult in the fulfllment 
of all ends, for there would no longer be the n«ces> 
aity of the cause, activity. Even final Freedom 
would result without any effort. 

T>ypic S: R^futittuin of (he Bauddha ItUalitU. 
smiFt:, iqcwS; i( u 

4| Is uot WRR: non>«xistenoe on suuouiit 

of their being experienced. 

28. Non*existence (of things external) 
is not (true), on account of their being ex¬ 
perience. 

From this Sutra begins the refutation of the 
Idealists among the Bauddhns, according to wbosA 
only ideas exist and nothing else. 

According to them the external world is 
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jioiwxiaU'iit. Dow it menu th»t tUe ttbjwtive world 
ui Hbwiutuly ni>u*«xiKteiit like tlie boron of u luin. 
or does it menu that it is uaveBl even «* tbe world 
tMiCu in u drewin in \inrenlP Tbe Kutrn rofuten the 
former view. in ibet cnse we could uot hnre 
eXi>erienoed it. Tbe external world i» nn object of 
experience tbrouffb the senses, nnd nimiot there¬ 
fore be ulti^ther non-existeut like the horns of u 
bar*. The Buddhist may say that be doee not 
nfRrm that be is conscjous of no cAject, but only 
that what is seen iu his «'onscioai<ue88 alone shines 
M somethinir external. But then the very nature 
of ccjneciousnees itself prove* the existence of ex¬ 
ternal things different from conaciousne**, for men 
are consoions of things or objects of perception, 
and nobody is conscious of hi* perception merely. 
Tbe wry fact that tbe Bauddlms say tbnt tbe 
internal cognition appears ‘as something exteTnal’ 
shows that tbe external world is real. If it were 
not teal, the comparison ‘like something external 
would be meaningless. No one says that Dcrn- 
dattn is like tbe son of a barren woman. 

gvjwnw ^ WiliMfl II M 

g’Wfft Owing to Uie diffcrcufc of nature ^ and 
g is not like dreams etc. 

29. And owing to tlie difference of 
nature (in consciousneaa between the wak¬ 
ing nnd the dream state, the experience of 
the waking atatel ia not like dreams etc. 
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Thu 8utra refates the ftitenutive view giren 
in the preriotu Sutr*. The Benddhee ma^ my 
that perception of the eztenuj world ie to be con- 
eidered similar to dreams and the like. In a dreanr 
there are no external objects; yet the ideas appear 
in n twofold form os sobject and object. TIu* 
appearance nf an external world is similarly inde¬ 
pendent of any objective reality. This Satra 
refute* tbnt view, lliare is a difference between 
the dream atate and the wakiuff state. What is 
aeeii in n dream is coatrodicte«l by waking experi- 
enee. it w unreal. The dream state is a kind of 
memory-, but the waking state is a real peroeption; 
so it cannot be rejected ss untrue. Moreoeer. 
wbot is the proof of the existence of eoneeiousness 
except experience? If that is M, why shonld not 
an object which is experienced Iw taken also lu 
existing? It moy be said that even the Vedtotin* 
acknowledge the uareolity of the external world, 
since it is rontradicted by the knowledge of 
Brahman, nnd that this view is based on tbs SmtU. 
But if the Bauddhas accapt the authority of the 
Vedas, then they would bo included within the 
Ved&nti<* school and no longer remain outride it. 

0 matter of fact they do not accept the 

Vedas. 


^ II II 

Is not ttK! cxwtciicr Oljjwei: In'twiuc (external 
thingit) arc not oxperiencod. 


B . 8.~16 
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30. Tbe existence (of Samsk&ras) is 
not (poBsiUe according to the Bauddoas). 
because (external things) are not experi¬ 
enced. 

Tl>« Bsuildhna My that though oxterasl Uiingt 
do not exist, yet the actasl variety o( notions like 
jwt, cloth, etc. can be acooonted for by the pre. 
(wling SuQiskams m* mental iitipruMionB left by 
previous experience, even as the impreeaions of thu 
vreking state give rise to the variety of experience 
in the dream state. This view is not tenable, 
enys (he Sutra, for mental impressions are impos' 
sible vithoui the perception of external objects, 
nnd this the Bnuddhos deny. llie assumption of 
» begianinglese series of mental impreMions as 
«-nuse and effect would only lead to a re^rmrus in 
infinitvm and not eolve tbe difficulty. 

11 W H 

On account of tbe momentarincee V and* 

31. And on account of the moment- 
ariness (of the ego-consciousness it cannot 
be the abode of the Samskftras). 

The mental imprcMtons must have an abode. 
Without (bat they cannot exist. But the doctrine 
-of mcDicfitarineu denies permanency to everything. 
Kvcii the Alayavijn&na or egtxonsoiousneM, is 
momentary sad cannot be that abode. Unices 
(Iitu'e it a permanent-principle connecting the pest, 
prt-ieot, and future, there cannot bo remembrance 
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or i'«C(^ui(iuu of tin cxjMiiruct' originating at a 
poiiirulu)' time ituil {iliire. If the Alayavijnina 
is Mid to bo Miinetbiug penuonont, then that 
tirotilil gu vonutiT In (he ilnrtriiie iif niomontniiiwao. 

II II 

111 m'ery w»y i betug illogivat ^ and. 

32. And (ui> tbe Bauddha systam ia) 
illogical in every way (it cannot be accepted). 

This Sutra itin ohiu ho iuterprotod as refuting 
;th« Nihiliota: The tniiulatiou would then bo: 
.Aiiu (as ^^ihiliiuii) is illogical etc. 

Nibiliaui of the Hauddbas goes uountei- to 
•OWrything. It guw tigoinst the Hruti, the Smriti, 
percrptinu, infervuue, und every other means of 
right knowlodgo uud so has to b« entirely ilUr«- 
.gardcil by thooe who are mindful of their welfare. 

Tapir C; UrftitnUon of thf Jttiwt, 

, arawWTft 11 11 

-a Not mic on account of tlw 

impoesbility. 

33. On account of the impoasibility (of 
•contrary attributes) in one and Ute same 
thing (tbe Jaina doctrine is) not (true). 

After the refutation of the Bauddhaa the 
Jainn doctrine is token up for diacussiou and refu* 
■tatiou. llie Jaiuas iicknowledge seven categories, 
which can he inuiuly divided iutu two groups, the 
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•odI uaif thv nou-M)ul. Afpaiu tJicy predicate 
nrpD Hiftpivut Tieura as regards the reality of 
evcryUiiog. Every'tUiog ovcording to them may* 
be real, unreal, both real and unreal, different 
from mil and niirrnl, iiirleM'riboble. uud so on. 
Notr this Tiev about things mnnot be accepted,. 
OS it is alwurd to think -of the tame thing as en¬ 
dowed with them; contradictory attribntos of 
reality, unreality, etc. According to the Jaiaw 
doctrine we cannot arrive at any certain know- 
leitge. and this world, beuven, tiud even Freedom 
will iKTtitiie doubtful. Accurdiug to Tedhntic view, 
however, the world is Anirvaohaniya. unspeakable,, 
and so fit for nil relative purposes. 

tri II II 

In the snnw wsy H and •OftfF-eKfBpitl. itoiw 
univenality of the mnt. 

34. And in the sanio way (there would 
arine) the non-universality of the soul. 

The Juinas say that the soul is ot the sise of 
the body. If so. it would be limited and with 
parb: therefore it caunot be eternal. Another 
difficulty would be that the soul of an ant tokiiig 
an elephant body as a result of ito past work will 
not be able to fill up that body; and oonversel'y, 
the soul of an elephant will not have sufficient 
spuno in an aut body. The same difficulty artiuA 
with nwpeCt to the dilFerunt stages like childhoodr, 
youth, old age, etc. in a single individual. 
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^ ^ fiwrofr*^ ii ii 

^ ^ Nor in Uirn <1^ rven iimkiV 

lAnoy on acomint nf ehinge etc. 

S5. Nor (can) consiateoc}' (be gained] 
«ven (if the soul is assumed to take on ana 
discard parts) in turn (to suit different 
bodies), cm account of the change etc. (of 
the soul in that case). 

To get over the diiUculty ihowu in the prert* 
«ua 8utrn nbont the wul being of the sise of the 
body it MKnmee, if it be regerded aa having put* 
and ulteruutely adding to und awuy from 

then), then another defect, n';., the ttovl under* 
^iug morlificntion and oon»C4)ueutly being non* 
«temal. would oriee If it ui uoB*etetunl and ever* 
^-hanging, bondage nnd Liberation «-«niiiit Ite pro* 
dirated of it. 

II II 

JI'W Hecaoee of the penmneiioy (of tlie 

«ce) at tlie and ^ and there fallows the 

jicrioanuncy of tho two there u no difference. 

36. And because of the permanency 
(of the size of the soul] at the end (i.e. on 
relt'tise) there follows toe permanency of the 
two (preceding sizes, tiz., tltose at the be* 
cinning and middle), (hence) there is do 
difference (as to the size of the soul at any 
time). 
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Tlie niie nf the toul at the time of releiue, tb»- 
.TaiuaH hole!, ift permanent. Now if this aiae it 
permonent, it mnnot have been created, for no- 
thiujr created'it eternal and permauent. If it t» 
not created, it must hnm existed in the heginutni; 
and middle as well. ,In other words the sixe of 
(he snnl was alwojv tin* anme. be it minute or 
frreat. - Hence the Joins theory Utat it varies ac- 
ronlinir to the sise nf the body ia nntenahle. 

Topic 7; Ucfulniitm of ilte doelrinr t1*at GoJ io 
•’nip tho fffirirni, no* Mnioriol, mvse of the vorhl. 

•ng:, it II 

^5^ Tlir I/»rd’« «f8nraww ou Rcccmiit nf inecn- 

Histency. 

37. The T^nl’fl (being merely the effici¬ 
ent cause of the world cannot bold good) on> 
account of the inconsistency (of that doctrine): 

The T'nlintn mya cliat the Lord is both the 
etticient and the material cause of the world. The- 
Xiii.rayikns. Vaiseahikas, Tofrins, arid'M&heshwaras 
any tluii the T<ord ia the efficient canae only, and the- 
mnteml cause is either the atoms acoordina to tV- 
Nniyayikus and Vaiseshikas, nr the Pradhlina- 
aeconlinif to the Yopins and others. He is the ruler 
nf the Fredhfiua and the souls, which are different 
fmin Him. Such n view lends to inconsistency. How? 
Beenusj- it makes the Tiord portiar to some and pre- 
^ )ti<)i('i*il iipainst others, for some people are well off,' 
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io this irorld>.’ whilv others ore uiiMrubls. Thi* 
opponeats here mejr my: How dom the TetUatin 
fret out of the difficulty? He repl^: The Lord U 
imparti&l, hut He cUrecta the indiTiduols nocordiuir 
to their merit and demerit earned in prerious exist¬ 
ences. (See Sutras 2. 1. 84^). For the iKTiptuK^ 
ogty eo, and if yon accept scriptUTel authority in 
this, yon will have to accept its statement. “I will 
be many'* etc, (Taitt.. 2. 6), which shows that the 
Lord it both the efficient and the material cause. 

II II' 

Because relation is not (loesible 

^ and. 

38. And because relation (between' the 
Lord and the PradiuLna or the souls) is'not 
possible. 

As the I^rd is deroid of parts, and so also the 
Pradhlna and the souls, there ran be no conjunc¬ 
tion between the Lord and them, and consequently 
they cannot be ruled by Him. Neither ran the- 
relation be one of inherence, which subsists between 
entities inseparably connected as whole and part, 
subatanca and attributea, etc. This difficulty does- 
not arise in the caae of the ycd&ntins, firstly be¬ 
cause the relation ia inexpressible identity (TftdJit- 
mya) and secondly because they depend on ffie- 
Srutis for their authority and so are not expected*' 
to base their reasooinfr entirely on observed {sets, 
as the opponents have to. 
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arfvreRTgrmw it ii 

Ralenhiii beiug imiwisible ^ and. 

39. Aod on account of the rulersMp 
<of the Lord) being impossible. 

Thwe schooU infer tbe exiatence of the Lord, 
nud say that He directs the Pradh&na etc. as the 
jiotter Hoiii his clay. But the Pradhina etc. are 
net ohjot-ts of I'eroeptaoD like the clay. Hence the 
I<wd cannot direct them, for the inierenoe most be 
strictly in accordance vith observed facta. 

R, ^rfr « r: ii \f« ii 
As the souses ^ if'^it be mid V no 
because of enjoyment etc. 

40. If it be said (that the Lord rule* 
tbe Pradh&na etc.) even as (the Jiva rules) 
the senses (which are also not perceived), 
(we say) no, because of the enjoyment etc. 

Hven as the individual soul directs the sense 
skrgans which are not perceived, so also we con take 
that the Lord rules the Pradh&na etc.—says the 
opponent. Tbe analogy is not proper, for in the 
former nue the Jiva is seen to enjoy pleasure, 
snlfer pain, etc., from which we infer ^at it rulea 
the organs. If the analogy be true, the Lord also 
would niiFer pain and pleasure caused by the Pra¬ 
dh&na etc. 
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^ ii v? ii 

•WWW^Sobjoct tft <>*41^1 iKnr.imni«“ 

'Cirooe ft or. 

41. (There would result from Uieir 
•doctrine the Lord's) being subject to des¬ 
truction or (His) non-omniscience. 

Acowding to these schools the Lord is om&is- 
«ieni iind eternal, s.«. not rabject to deetrnctiMi. 

The Lord, the Pradhana, and the aools accord- 
dug to the hlahesbwaras ore infinite and aepanite. 
Now the question is, does the omniscient Litfd know 
<(he measoTfl of the Pradh&na, soul, and Himself or 
not? In eithar caso the doctrine of the laird's being 
the mere efficient caum of the uniTtrae is oftteiui- 
ble. If the Lord known theii- tneaeure, thi>y utv all 
limited, and therefore n time will nmie whew they 
will all cease to exist. Again, if Hr dow uut know 
them, then Re would cease to be oiuniscieut. 

Topic 8: i^«/utatioi» of tko Bhigavata or 
the Pineluirdtra school. 

II II 

Owing tn the im]toanbiKty of orig- 

ihation. 

42. The origination (of the individual 
:SOul from the Lord) being impossible (the 
PAncbar&tra doctrine is untenable). 

The PSurhatulitt or the Bhagavata school is 
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non' tukeu up for ().\nininatiun. It rocoffiiixcs the- 
nintmal aad eflicivnt CAUAnlity of th« Lord, but 
pniprmndM r«rt*in other viewa irbirb are- objection-- 
nM<>. An-urding to it VAnudeva ia the Supreme Lord, 
the luaterial and efficient cause of the world. By 
worshipping Him. meditnting oa Him, and know* 
tug Him one attains Libemtion. From VAsudeva it- 
honi Sankarshaan. the Jira; from Jiva Prodyumnn. 
the mind; from mind Aumiddhu, the Ego. Thean- 
are tlie fourfold form (Vyuha) of the Ixtrd' 

Of these, the view Ihiit VAsudeva is tlte Su¬ 
preme Teinl. to be woi-sUipped and to on. the- 
TedAntin Bree])ts. us it is not ogninst the Srnti. 
But llle eretitiou of the .Tim etc. he rejects, at such 
ereutinii is impoasible. Why* BecauM if the mmV 
hi; created, it would l>e subject to deatructiou, and 
BO no Tabenrtinn ran be predicated of it. That 
the .vuil is not rrcntcd will be shown in Sutrui 
2. 3 . 17 . 

JT w eg: II II 

^ ^ Nor ^ { from the agent the inutriniient. 

43. Nor (is it seen that) the instru¬ 
ment (ia product) from the agent. 

As an instmiucnt. Ijke an axe, is not seen to- 
W proaluced (rom the ugent, the wood-cutter, the- 
niilgiiTata doctrine—that from the IndiTidual' 
smil is produced the internal instrument or iiuad,. 
nml friMu the mind the ego—I'nnuol be nc^pted- 
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Xeithar if then anj scriptural antliorit.r for it. 
The scripture plftixilsr says that ererythinir M-ifri-- 
natas from Brahmau. ^ 

^ II vv II 

If iutelligeace otc. exist i>r 9^ 
no wardine ofT of that. 

44. Or if the (four Vyuhas are said 
to) poesees intelligtmce etc., Wt there is no* 
warding off of that {•oiz. the objection raised 
in Sntra 42). 

The Bhftframtos may say that all the foms- 
are V&sudsvo, the Ijord. and that all of them- 
eqnally pmscM loioirledse and Inrdiiliip. strength, 
valour, ate., and nn fne from faults and imper¬ 
fections. Id this case there will he more than one- 
Iswura, which is redundant and also goes against 
their own assumption. Even granting all this. t|}e- 
origination of the one fnim the other is uathinhnlilr. 
Being aqoal in all reapects. none of them can be the' 
causa of asothei. far the effect must have some 
feature that is laching in the cause. Again the- 
forms of YIsudeva cannot be limited to four only, 
os the whole world from Bralimti down to a clump* 
of grass is a form of the Supreme Being. 

11 ^ 11 

Bccanse of contradictions % ami. 
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45. And because of contradictions 
(the Bhdgavata view is imtenable). 

Morvorsr th« involvM many contn- 

•iHotioiu. Souietimes it iipcaks of the four fonu as 
qaaiities of the Atman and sometimea as the Atman 
itself. 


CHAITER II 


Sbctiok hi 

In the previoufl imtiou the iocooBistencT of the 
(loctrinee nf the vnriotu uou>Ved4iitic schooln haS' 
been shown und nousequentl.T their tmreliability 
has been celahlished. A donbt maj arise that na 
acoount of ccmtndiction among Srati texts- 
the doctrine that npholda Brahman as the First 
Oanse may also be of the same class. To clear such a 
donbt bj harmonising the apparent contradictions 
in scriptoral texts, the next two sections are begun. 
The argnmenti of the opponent, who tries to prore- 
the self-contradiction of the Sruti texts, are always 
giren and then follows the refutation. 

Topic 1; Ether u not otomal h«t ertetett. 

li til 

g Not Akien (as it is) not an stated b^* 
the Sniti. 

1. AkAsa (is) not (cxeatod), (as it is) 
not so stated by the Sruti. 

To start with, the texts dealing with creation’ 
are taken np, and Akim (ether) is first dealt with. 
In the Chhindogya Upanisbad, where the order of 
creation is giTSO. the text says. “It thought. ’May 
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I ^ iiiuuy, may 1 gio^* forth.’ It Mut forth fire" 
(G. 'i. ft;. Hero there in nu nietttion of Akieo beiuir 
littHlnt-etl by the Swt or Ib'abmiui. Heuce Akieo baa 
itu it ia oUmskl. 

31% g II 
There ia g but. 

2. But there ie (a Sruti text which 
states that Akftsa is created). 

The u|i|>uueut iu thia Sutra autiLipatea a poesi* 
hir objevtioQ optiuat hie uri;uiueuti udruncod iu 
Sutm 1, and exphiuu it away iu Sutra 3. The text 
rvfrrrMl to here M. "I'l'oui that Self (Brahmaut 
'qmiuir AkA;ot (ether)'* eh-. (Taitt. 2. 1). 

trl^, II }. II 

Uaod io A pMUJOatlnry erttuo J< ur »Wig ou 
uocount of the uaitoeBtbUity. 

3. (The Sruti text dealing with the 
origin of Ak&sa) is to be taken in a second- 
.arv sense, on account of the impossibility 
(of Akfisa being created). 

The Taitliriya text refei-red to in the previous 
'Sutra, the oppoueiit hulda, ahould he taken in o 
wcundary oeitee, aa Akiuia cannot be created. It bn^ 
no parti and hence cannot be created. Moreover, 
Akusn ii all-pervading, ititd therefore it can he in- 
lerred that it ia efeviuil—without origin. 
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11 V II 

K^utu the ^nti text* ^ alAA. 

4. Aido from tho iSruti texta (we tind 
that AkAfla b eterua)). 

lu the liut Sutni Atcerai wes inlerwd to be et»r> 
.lUkl. Here the oppautsiit vit«!» a Srnti text to ahow 
that it u etenii^. The text relemd to ia, “(And 
■the furuileu are> Viyu imd Akisa—these an 
immui’tal" (BHh. 2. •’I. 3], Bein; immoriil iir 
.eternal, it cannot bio> a beginning. 

It HII 

Is iioasible ^ ami of the aauic (amrd 

'‘spranc*) like the word ‘Drahmsii'. 

6. It 18 possible that the same word 
^^sprang' be used in a primary) and 
■ (secondly sense) like the word ‘Brahman'. 

The op{>oueut in the Sutra ausn'en n week 
.point in his arg-umeut, cu. how can the same word 
'sprung' in the Taittuiya text, “From that Self 
(Brahman) sprang Akdsa; from sprang 

^ftyn (air), from air sprang fire" etc. (2. 1), be 
■used in a serondary senw with respect lo Aki«t 
4(nd in the primary sense with respect to air, fire, 
•etc!' He does this by inferring to other Sruti texts, 
where the word 'Brahmnii’ is u used. “Try to 
know Brahman by iwntuiee, for penance is 
Srahinan," where Bnthnuu) is used botli in a 
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|>rillu■^y iiik] a iiM-onilur>' iit 111 ** wdiii* ti-xt; 
(linn “Foml » hruliiiiinr' (Tnitt. •). 2) uiid “Bliwi 
in Brnhmmi” ^TniW. *‘1. 0). wUen* Hmhniuii i* uimhI 
ill It ftmmiliiry uuil iiriiitiiry kpiim; r«ffp«rti%'<rly iib 
twii (‘orapirnirntury tpxi<. 



Xoiwil>n«iil<tiiiiH-itt nf pmiKMitutiD 
MUlRltSO frmn iM«ii-<!wtiiic*irtfi from I|m» 

SniHs. 

6. Tlie noii-ubandoinneiit of the prop- 
ouition (rw. by thr kTWwledge of one every- 
thing elite becoincH known, can resalt only^ 
front the non-diRtinctiou (of the entire w'orldl 
from Brahman). From the Sruti texts (which 
declare the non-difference of tlic cause and 
its effects, this pru{>oaition is established). 

Tbi)* Sntrn tbe uii|>o)ieiit‘K vivw- 

•et forth so far. niid irivett tlir roncliuuon. The pro- 
potitiou that ftYnii the knovledae of aite (BrahinanV 
erefTtbiog elite in Icuowu. can be true only if ereiy- 
thing ip the worltl in ha effect of Brahman. For the 
Smti wye that the rfferta are not diffemit from thoir 
«-auM*. iinil comuKinently the Ranjie being known-, 
the effei-ie «'i]] also be kiinwo. If Akim is not 
rrented frmii Bmlunnii. then fbe proposition in 
qiieslinii fnlU thnmgh: for oftei- knowing Bmbniim 
AkditH xtill reniainM to Iw known, on nn*vunt of itn 
not being mi elect of Brahmen. But if it is rrmbid, 
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than no toch 4i£Beulty ariMa. Henca ' Ahlaa ii 
created; otherwiao the authoritotivonMi of tha 
Vedas wonld be gone. The Chh&ndogya text in 
which Akisn ia not mentioned is acoordingljr to be 
interpreted in the light of the Toittiriya text; that 
is, Akisa and Viju have to be inseiied, and the 
text would mean that after creating Ahisa and 
V4yn, **It created fire.” 

g ftwPTT II 'a || 

Extending to all effects wbataocrer 
3 bnt saparatencas as in the world. 

7. But in all effects whatsoever (there 
is) separateness, as (is seen) in the world. 

TKo word 'bat' refutes the idea that Alcisa is 
not created. We see in the world that all created 
things are different from each other. A pot is differ¬ 
ent from a piece of cloth and so on. In other wnrds, 
everything which has a separateness about it is 
created. We cannot conceive of a thing as separate 
from others and yet eternal. Now Ahtaa is distinct 
fonn earth etc., and hence it cannot be eternal, bat 
must be a created thing. It may be objected that 
the Atman also is divided from e^er and so on and 
therefme It too is an effect. But that is not possible, 
for all things are crested from the Atman, which is 
their Self, and so not separate from them; therefore 
It is not an effect. The all-pervasiveness and stemity 
of Ahftsa are nnly relatively true; it is created and 
is an effect of Brahman. 
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Topic S: Air tprinffS from ethtr. 

yraft CT T ii c ii 

B)r (hift msfiW tur ii explained. 

8. By this (t.e. the foregoing explana¬ 
tion about Ak&sa) (the fact of) air (also 
being an eftect) is explained. 

Topic 3; Ura/iTnan is not crenisd. 

«TgqqT?: II <^ll 

•Hiwwi There ran be m> ortain g bat StP of t|ji- 
Set (That which ia) <1^9^ >M it dove not stand to 
reaeon. 

9. But there can be no origin-of tlu* 
Sat (That which is t.s. Brahman), as it doee 
not stand to reason. 

The question arieee whether Brahman also ii 
an effect like Akiea otc. In the SvetasTataxa tJpa- 
niahad there occurs the text: “Thou art bom with 
Thy face turned to all directiona" (Sret. 4. 3), 
which olaarly statea that Brahman is bwn. This 
Tiew is refuted by the Sutra, which Mya that Brah¬ 
man, which is existence itaolf, cannot be an effect, 
at It can have no cause. “And He has neither par* 
aoi nor IjortT' (Svet. 6. 9). Neither can non*exis. 
tonce be such a cause, for the Sruti apys, “How can 
existence conte out of Don*existenoe?“ (Chh. 6. 2. 
*3). Nor is it proper to say that existence is its own 
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4'-auM, for the offect must havu sozu« spoomlity no^ 
possatsed 1)7 ihs eauso. Brnhiuan is mere ezistencr 
without any (lislinuUou. We (ihsrree that only per- 
ticolan am producol from the general, at differeni 
pots arc fmm clay, und nut vice tctm. Therefor<' 
Brahman, which is existence in general, cannot b« 
the effect of any particular thing. The fact that 
every cause is itself an effect of tome anteoodent 
thing is repudiated by the Sruti: ''^That great. 
birthless Self is iindacaying” (Brih. 4. 4. 26), for 
it leads to a rnffrettu* »a tnjfnitwm. So Bnduuan 
is nni an eff^t, hut is eternal. 

Toffic 4: A’liv crtaU'tl frmn air. 

ehitsff:, ffVT inc; II w 

Fire from this QV so ^ verily <V| myt. 

10. Fire (is produced) from this (i.e. 
jtir), so Terily says (the Sruti). 

“Z^rom air (is produced) fire” (Taitt. 2. 1.) 
shows that fire springs from air. Again we have. 
“That (Brahman) created fire” (Chh. 6.2.8). These 
two texts can be reconciled by interpreting the 
1'aittiriya text to mean the order of sequence: 
Brahman, after creating air. created fire. This 
.Sutra refntee such an ingenious explanation and 
says that fire is produced from Vfiyn or' air. This 
does not ecutradiot the Obhftndogya text, for it 
means that as air is q pr.tdnct of Brahman, it is 
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tram Draliioni], whicL lum MStuned the form of air, 
(hat hre is prodacocl. The genoral proposition 
that >^r«i 7 tliiiig is created from ^rahmaii requires 
that ell Uiin^ shonld uUtnuitely be traeod to that 
|<‘uuie, iind not that they should b« the immediate 
cfFechi. Henre there is no oontrmliotioR. 

Ttipif 9: Water created from fire. 

arw: li U II 

11. Water (is produced from fire). 

‘‘Fnnn fire is prodaced Troler” (Tnitt. 2. 1); 

“11m( created sruter” (Chh. 6. 2. 8). These t«ro 
text* leave «• doubt that wnter U created from 
fire. Here also we must uuderatand that from 
nmhmtm, ronditioomi as fire, water is produced. 

Tapic 6: Earth t-frated fri>m pater. 

Earth bccanse of the 

ribjccHimtter* colour, and other Sruti texts. 

12. Earth (is meant by the word 
‘Anna') because of the subject-matter, 
colour, and other Sruti texts. 

"From water earth" (Taitt. 2. 1); "It 
(water) produced Anna {lit. food)" (Chh. 6. 2. 4>. 
The two texts are apparently contradictory; for 
in rine wnter U said to produce earth and in ano¬ 
ther food. The Sutra says that ‘Anna’ in the 
CfihHndnfrya' text means iint food, birt earth- 
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WhyP First on uccoout of the subject-matter 
tx-eated )U the aectioD. In "It created lire/' 
awl each other texts the 8rutt describes the iTea- 
tiou of the five elements, and so ‘Anna' <h<iold 
refer to on element and not food. A^in iu n itmi' 
plementery passage we have, "The block i-rdonr 
tu fire IS the eolonr of Anna" (CUh. ti. 4. 1), 
where tho reference to eolonr clearly iudicates 
that tho earth is meant by ‘Anna’. Heuev 
'Anna' in the passage under disenssiou means 
earth, and there is no contradiction between the 
ChhAudogya and Taittiriya texts. Other Smti 
texts like, "That which was there &• the froth on 
water woe solidified and became this earth" ^Brils. 
1. 2. 2), clearly show that fi-om water earth is 
produced. 

Topic 7; Brahman an thf ctmUvc prittciiiir 
r«nidmg m the preeetUnff elcauHt it the ••aetc af 
tfui lubtequent element in the order nf rnvitt»ii. 

g w. II H 

Because of His I'eflectins only fi 
bnt 6fisW«v£rom His indicatory marks V He. 

18. But because of His reflecting only 
(are the subsequent elements created from 
the previous element in the order of crea¬ 
tion; *8o) He (the S^reroe Lord is the 
creator of air etc.). (We know this) from 
His indicatory marks. <' 
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Krmktnao in dMoribdd iu th« SnitU as the 
<-mitor of oTvrfthiug. Again we find in them 
texts like "From Akfiim is produced air" (Taitt. 
'i, I), vhirh deolerp that oertniu elsmeate produce 
I'ertain effects indepundeutl^. So the opponent 
holds iliot tJiere is a contradiction in the Smti 
texts. This Satn retatee that objection saying 
that the Tjord residing within these elements 
producee after refiection certain effects. Whyf 
On account of the indicatory marks, "He who 
inhabits the earth . . . and who controls the earth 
from within" etc. (Brih. 8. 7. 3) shows that the 
.Supreme Lord is the sole mler, and deniee all inde¬ 
pendence to the elements. Again. "That fire 
thought, . . . that water thought" (Chh. 6. 2. 

• 34} shows that after reflection these elements 
produced the effects. This reflection is impoeei- 
hie for inert elements, and so we are to nnderetand 
that the Ijord residing within theee elements 
thought and produced the effects. Therefore the 
elements become causes only through the agency 
of the Lord, who abides within them. Hence 
there is no contradiction between the two text* 
cited at the beginning. 

TVfptc S: RtabtorpHon taku place tn the invent 
f’rtier to that of creation. 

5 nwtsff:,. ^ II tM II 

la the reverse order Q indeed Vf: order 
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firom that (Uw order nf oroatioo) ^ and 9191^ 
M roMoubla 

14. (At Pralaya the elements are) 
indeed (withdrawn into Brahman) in the 
reverse order from that (of creation); and 
this is reasonable. ■ 

The question is whether at the tune of cosmic 
dissolution the elements get withdrawn into 
Brahman in the order of creation, or in the 
reverse order. The Sutra says that it ie in the 
reverse order, for the effMt goes beck to the causal 
state, as ioe, for instanoe, molts into water. Hence 
each thing is withdrawn into its immediate cause 
and so on. in the reverse order, till AIcAm is reached 
which in itim gate merged in Brahman. 

Tofic 9; Tht mcitium e/ tht mind, inUlUet, 
and orgaftt doet not interforo with the order of 
eroation and reahtorpUon, at thog ore the producU 
of the elomonU. 

arro dlw4#lf^fd 

B, ! S<rq$ |qp l H ^'^11 

SFVQ In between Afiavisidt intellect and mind 

in the order flftsiIBt.owing to indication of that 
f^^if it be said 9 not eo ^MV9.oo account of 
nomtifTereoee. 

15. If it be said that in b^ween 
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(Brahm&s and the elomente) the intellect 
and the mind (are mentioned, and there¬ 
fore that ou^t to be the order in creation 
and the inverse order in reabaorptoiu), 
owing to the indicatioit (in t)ie Sniti texts> 
to that effect (which upaete the order of 
creatibn of the elements), (we say) not so, on 
aooount of the non-differenoe (of the intellect 
and the mind from the elements). 

Xu the Ifundaka Upauiabad occurs thu foil* 
oTriofT text, “From this Self are produced I^rhua, 
mind, the eettsee, ether, mr, Bre, water, ond earth, 
the support of all’’ (2. 1. 3>. An objection is 
raised that the order of crcAtiou is as deecribed in 
this text, which contradicts the order of creation 
of elements deecribed in the Clibando^fya C. 2. 3 
and other Srutis. This objection is here refuted 
on the ground that the Uuudnkn text only etates 
that all theee are produced from the Self, but 
ffires no order of creation like the other texts. 
Again the intellect, mind, ond organa are effects 
of the elements, and so they can come into exis¬ 
tence only after the elements ore created. On 
account of this nou-diff«rencn of the organs fnnu 
the elements, their origination and reabswptinn 
ure the same as those of the elements. That the 
organs are modificatioiw of the elements is proved 
by Smti texts like, “For die mind, my child, 
emsists of earth, the vital force of watef, the 
rocal organ of fire” (Chh. 0. C. 6): Therefore 
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U>e Vundaka text does not uput ttie order of 
•creation mentioned oleewhere. 


Topic Wi Birth «tnJ are primoniy •ttokett 

of the body, nni mefu|r/ioriraUy of the mohI. 





II 


Dcpcndine <u) (the bodice) of 
moviuK uxl etationacy beings S f^lltlmaybe 
incntiou of tliat cl secondary tUW- 
on account tA (tliose terms) dct>eodiDg on 
the existence of that. 

16. But the mention of that {viz. 
birth and death of the individual soul) is 
apt only with reference to (the bodies) of 
moving and stationary beings. (With ref¬ 
erence to the soul, however,) it is secondary, 
on account of (those terms) depending on 
the existence of that (i.e. b^y). 

A donbt may arias that the individual soul, 
too, baa birth and death, because people use such 
expreaaiou an “Devadatta ia bom” or “Devadattn 
is dead”, and because osrtain ceremonies are pres« 
•cribed by the scriptures at the birUk and death of 
'pvopls- This Sutra refutes such a doubt and says 
that the individual soul haa neither birth nor 
death. Thaeo belong not to the eool, but to the 
i>ody with which the soul is connected. This 
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<^muiectioo and diaconnactioii with the bodjr is 
popalarly called the birth end death of the eonl. 
ICoreover, the Sruti enye, "It is the body, which 
hereft of the soul, dies; the soul doee nut die" 
I'Chh. 6. 11. 3). 8o birth and death are spoken 
primarily of the bodies of moTin^ and stationary 
hein^, and mly metaphorically of the eonl. That 
birth and death mean, respectirely the connection 
and disoonnection of the soul with the body is 
proved by such texts as "That mao, when he is 
lioro, or attAina a bwly/’ etc. (Brih. 4. 3. 8). 

Ttrpir 77; The iiuuvufvnl soiil it permanent, 
eternal, etc. 

;Tn*n, <nvtr ii n 

i| Is not (prodaced) *119)1 the indiridnsJ solf 
not being (so) mentiooed by the scripinres 
beiog eternal 9 also from them 

(Srntia) 

17. The individual self is not (pro¬ 
duced), (for it is) not (so) mentioned W the 
scriptures^ also (on account of its) being 
eternal, (for so it is known) frenn them (the 
Smti texts). 

At the beftinninpr of creation there was only 
"One Brahman without a second" (Ait. 1. 1)*, 
and so it is not reasoonbls to say that the indivi¬ 
dual nonl is sot bom, for then there was nothing 
blit Kmhmaji. Again the .Sruti says;^ "Just as 

I 
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from a tir* tinjr iiparks fly in all diractioni, «t«b 
« o from this Atman rinunato all Print* (or^ran*). 
all world*, all (foda, and all the mItm” (Brih. 
3. 1. 20, Uidhyandinn reemudon). So the oppo¬ 
nent nr^aa that th* individual eoul ia bom at the 
hef^aninf of the oycle. ju»t at Ahiaa and other 
ttlemsiiti are bom. This Sutra refute* it and etye 
that the individual soul is not bora, for thero i* 
no statement to that effect in the Srnti in the Mo¬ 
tion de&lio^r with creation. Op the other hand 
Sruti texts clearly deny such birth to the indivi* 
dual soul. '*tTnborn. eternal” (Eatb. 1. 2. 18); 
”Thui great birthleu Self” fBrih. 4. 4. 28). It is 
the one Brahman without a second that enters the 
intellect and appears ns tho individual soul (Jiva). 
"naving created it. It entered into it” (Taitt. 
3. 6). Hence as there is in reality no differeooe 
between the individual soul and Brahman, the fact 
of the Jiva’a being non-oreated doee not eontradiet 
the text. ”At the beginning there was only the 
Atman without a second” (Aii. 1. 1). The crea¬ 
tion of souls spoken of in the other texts eited is 
only in a secondary aenae. It does not therefore 
contradict the text. "Having cheated ik It entered 
into it.” 

Toftif! 78; Tht noture of the ifidtvufunl tnvl 
u inUlUgene*. 

ttS»T II XC II 

V Intelligenceawtpl for this very reason 
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18. For this veiy reason {viz, that it is 
not created)' (the individual soul is) intelli¬ 
gence (itself). 

Th« Vsii^ikat my that the individual eoul 
ix nut intalliaent by uature, for it is not found to 
be so in the state of d««p sleep (Suebupti) or of 
swoon. It is only when the sonl comas to the 
cousciouB plane nnd unites with the mind that it 
becomes intelligent. This Sutra refutee such a 
possibility, for it is the intelligent Brahman Itaelt 
thut, being limited by the Upidhis (limiting 
adjuncts), the body etc., manifests ns the indivi* 
.dual soul. Therefore intelligence is its very naturs, 
and is nsver altogether destroyed, not even in the 
state of dee]> sleep or swoon. "That it does not eee 
in that state is because although seeing then, it 
does not see; fot the vision of the witneu can 
•never be lost, because it is immortal. But there is 
mot that second thing separate from it which it can 
sec" (Brih. 4. 3. 28}. Therefore it is not true that 
its iutenigriitv is loet, for it is impossible. It does 
uut in reality loee its power of seeing; it doee not 
see only because there is no object to see. Were in- 
lelligence actually non-existent then, who would 
be there to say that it did not exist? How'could it 
be,known? iloreover, he who eays that he did not 
know anything in deep sleep, must have been ezis> 
tent at that time. Otherwiae how eonld he remeni' 
ber the condition of that state? Hence the intelli¬ 
gence of the Self is never lost under any condition. 
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Tofie 7<1; Tht $is« of th« toyil. 

Pftsdng: OHt. '(ZnloK awl re¬ 
turning. 

19. (As the Sruti texts declare the 
soul's) passing out, going (to other spheres) 
and returning (thence), (the soul is not 
infinite in size). 

From this up to Sutra 32 the quwtion of the 
ni»t of the loul—whether it ia atomic, medinm-eisetl 
or infinite—is discoMetl. We have in the Sretta- 
T&tnm TTpanishad: ''He is tho one God . . . all- 
perrading” (0. 11); and again,. "This Atman is 
atomio" (Mu. 3. 1. 9). The two texts contradiei 
each other and we hore to arriTe at a decision on the 
point. S^itniB 20-28 set forth the prii»M faeit riew. 
The opponent says, wc find in the eexiptnres texts 
mentioning the soul’s passing out of the body, go¬ 
ing to heoren etc., and returning from there. This 
is possible only if the sonl is atomic, and not 
infinite or all-pervading; for to an infinite sonl 
there con be no going and coming. Therefore the 
soul ia atomic. 

WT«»RT ^ H II 

m9P(l (Beinu connected) directly with tbeir 
agent ^ and the latter two. 



266 


BRAHMA-SITTRAS 


12.3.21 


Asd tbe latter two (the going and 
uoming) (being connected) directly with 
their a^nt (the soul), (it is of atomic size). 

Ky«n if the wal ie infinite, still it con be 
Hpoken of as posaiiijr out of the bod;, if by that 
tana is meant ceasinif to be the ruler of the body. 
But the two latter activities, vu. the going and 
coining, luw not possible for an enti^ that is all. 
pervading. So tbe soul in atomic in sise. 

ii ii 

^ S|^ Not atomic enni:^: as the scriptures stati* 
it to be otherwise ^ %<lif it be eaid ? oot so 
BnRn.owing toa principle other than the indivi* 
dnal eoul bdng tlie sabioctfustter (in these texts). 

21. If it be said (that the soul is) noi 
atomic, as the scriptiu’es state it to U 
otherwise (t.e. all>pervading), (we say) not 
so, for (the one) other than the individual 
soul (i.e. Supreme Brahman) is the subject, 
matter (in those texts). 

Sruti texts like. ''Ho is the one God . . . nil- 
perrading" (Svet. C. 11), refer not to the indivi¬ 
dual mqI, but to the Supreme Lord, who is other 
than the individual soul and forms the chief sub- 
ject.raatter of ell the Ved&nta texts; for that is thf 
n&e thing that is to be known, and is tberoforv 
propoondfd by all the VedAnta text*. 
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^ II 11 

WO*4'3^JHr«ii*J. From direct ctetenent* (of ikc 
Sroti Uu(t«) tod infiaiUeimal iMMure ^ and. 

22. And OQ account of direct state¬ 
ments (of the Smti texts as to the atomic 
size) and in^tesimal measure (the soul is 
Atomic). 

“Tkie Atman is atomic’' (Hu. 3. 1. 9). Agaia 
,we have, "That individual soul is to be known as 
part of the hundredth part of the tip of a hair 
divided a hundred times" (Svet, 5. 9), which 
abowa that the eoul it amuller than even the imall- 
eet. Hence the eoul is atomic in sise. 

II II 

No contradietioD ^^SR,Iiko sandal-paste. 

23. There is no contradiction, like 
sandal-paste. 

Even as sandal-pasta applied to anj particular 
part of the body gives an agreeable eensation all 
over the body, even so the soul, though of atomic 
rise and therefore occupying only one part of the 
bodj, may experience happiness and misery extend¬ 
ing over the entire body. 

II II 

Od aooonnt of the ptrticoisr 


t 
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l>n«ition it be «aMi *1 not to on 

flccouBt of the ftdmucion in tbo boart % ind«jBd. 

24. If it be said that od a^unt of 
the particular position (of the sandal-paste 
in the body the analogy is not just^, (we 
say) not so, on account of the admission (bv 
the scriptures of a special seat for the soul, 
rizj) in the heart alone. 

A possible objeotion is roised by the opponent 
agiiitut bis own Tien*. In the ease of the sandal. 
I>Q8te we see that it occupies n particular part of 
the body and yet gladdens the whole body. But 
in tbp cose of the soul we do not know that it 
occupies a particular place, and in the absence of 
that we cannot infer that like the sandol-paste it 
most occupy a porticiilsr portion of the body and 
thsrefcae be atomir. For even on all-perradiinr 
soul or a soul pervading the whole body like the 
skin can give rise.to the some result. ^ in thr 
absanos of any proof it is difficult to settle the sise 
of the tonl. This objection the opponent refutes by 
uying that such Srnti tents as, "The i«lf.sffulgent 
one within the heart" (Brih. 4. 8. 7) declare that 
the soul has a particular abode in the body, viz. 
the heart, and hence it is aknnic. 

gWTffT It li 

Owing to (it*) quality OT or «ilvsq^as io the 

world. 
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25. Or owing to (its) quality {vix. 
ii^li^nce) as in the world. 

Thii Sutr» give* another argument to ehow 
how an atomic aoul can have experience throughoat 
the body. 

In the world we find that a light placed in one 
comer of a room illomincs the whole room. So 
aleo the soul, though atomic and therefore ooeup;* 
ing a particalar portion of the body, may. hecanse 
of itr quality of intelligence, which perradee the 
whole body, experience pleaaure and pain through¬ 
out the body. 


ns'TlTf. II II 

■11%^ The cxtenaion beyond (the objoct {.a. Uie 
aoni) *migfi,Uke odour. 

26. The extension (of the quality of 
intelligence) beyond (the soul, in which it 
inheres) is like moot (which extends beyond 
the fra^ant object). 

We find that the sweet odour of flowers extends 
beyond then to the surrounding region. Eren eo 
the intelligence of the sool, which U atomic, 
extends beyond the soul and perradee the whole 
body. 

II ^ II 

tW Thus ^ also (the Sniti) shows or 

declares. 


IT. 
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27. Thus also (the Snili) declares. 

T)i(i Sniti aIm declares that it is by the quality 

of inteUiiteDce tUot the atouiic eonl ]>erTades the 
whole body. For initUinrw, it sa.i^: “Just so haa 
the intelligent self penetrated this body up in the 
Tery hsin end the finger naiU" (Knu. 4. 20). 

II II 

?q«Sci)arAte3^^nni.oa account of the teaching. 

28. On account of the separate teach* 
ing (of the Sniti) (that the soul so p^ades 
the body owing to its quality of intelli* 
genoe). 

A further nrgunieat is given to establish the 
pruiKidtion of the last Sutra. The>text, "“HaTing 
by Prajufi Cintelligeuce) toJeen possession of the 
body" (Kan. 3. 0), shows that intelligence is 
difforeat from the lonl, being related os instrument 
and agent, and that with tliis quality the sonl per* 
Tades the whole body. 

vmvi II II 

On aooount of its having for Hs 
owonce the qualities of that (vts,, the Buddhi) Q bat 
tint declsration (as to its atomic lise) Ulfld. 
oven os the Intelligent Lord (is declared to *be 
atomic). 

Rut that declaration, (as to. .the 
atomic size of the soul) is on account of its 
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having for its essence the ciualities of that 
(riz. the Buddhi). even as the Intelligent 
Lord (Brahman, which is all-pervading, is 
declared to be atomic). 

Tito word ‘but’ rrfaieK uU Outt ]in« Wn wi<l 
in Sutnu 19>23. and deridint ibut 0u> houI is ull« 
])onradinfr> lj«4*oua« (be alUpei-vudinff Hmhman 
Ititelf is Mtid to haT« entered the tiiuTam an the 
individunl Mnil, which again is stated to bo 
ideiitirul with It. How than is the sonl declared 
to be atomic? Such derluratiom aro on account 
of its preponderating in the qualities of the 
Bnddhi (intellect) so long us it ia imagined to be 
oonnorted with the latter and in Iwndage. Paaaing 
out. going, and coming ure i|nnHties of the 
Buddhi and are only impute<l to the imlividual 
eool. For the same reason also, i.e., limitation of 
the intellect, is the Atman regarded as atomic. It 
is like imagining tlie all-pervnding T^ord' as 
limited for the sake of Upftsonk, derout 
nieditatiou. 

5T II ^0 II 

long as the eon) (in tU relati >'0 
oapoci} exists ^ and *I there ia no defect 
became it U so seen (in the scriptures). 

SO. And there ia no defect (in what 
baa been said in the previous Sutra), (as thQ 
conjunction of the soul with the intellecft 
exists) so long as the soul (in its relative 
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a6p«ct) exists: because it is so seen (in the 
scriptures). 

An objM'tion might be rnised ngoinJit wbui 
h&> been Mid in the previoas 8utra that since the 
vonjnuction of the soul and the intellect, which 
or* ditferent rntitics. must ueceiMarity come to an 
end some time, the soul, wk«u so disjoined front 
the Boddhi, will either ceaM to exist altogether or 
ot least <«ASt> to be a SamaArin (tudiTidoulixed). 
I'kis Butra replies: There con bo uo such defect iu 
the argumeut of the previous Sutra, for thie con* 
nectioii with the iutellect lasts so long as the soul’s 
state of Buins&m is not destroyed by the realisa¬ 
tion of supreme Knowledge. How is this hnown^ 
It is known from the declaration of the scriptures 
that even at destii this connection is not severed. 
’’This infinite entity tliat is identified with the 
intellect .... Assuming the likeness of tho 
iutelleri it mores between the two worlds, it 
thinks, as it were, it movee. es it were,” (Brib. 
4. 3. 7). The terras "thinks, as it were”, "morea, 
ns it were” also mean that the self does not think 
and more on its own account, but only through its 
flSBociation with the intellect. 

II ?? II 

S'fTV^ilLike virility etc. 3 veriljr etfg its (f.s. 
of the oonneriinn with the intellori) fRP existing 
itf3?MRt^|iI|fl.on account of the aiaaifostatinn being 
IKisiiblc. 
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31. On account of the manifestation 
(of the connection with the intellect in the 
awakened state) being possible only on its 
existing (potentially in Sushupti). like 
virility etc. 

An objoctiou is ruued tbat iu Knuliupti »r 
<1e«*p itl»ep then can b« iio connection with Ute 
intellect, for it is enid, "Then he W-omca nnited 
with the True, he is ttoue to his own" (Chh. G. 8. 
]); how then can it be said that this connection 
laxts m lung m the individualised stnte osistsP 
This Sotra refntes it nnd says tbat orcn in 
Suslinpti this <M>nnection exists in a Gne or puten* 
tiul fom. Hut for this it could not have become 
msnifeet in the awnhened state. Virile power 
becomes manifest in youth only if it exists in a 
potential condition in tlie child. Kn this runnee- 
tion with the intellect lasts so long us the Indivi¬ 
dualised stnte exists. 

^S5?WT M II . 

’JCherc would result perpet' 
usl pcrcepCiou or non-perception limitstion 

of the power of either of the two < or else tPTO 
otherwise. 

32. Otherwise (t.e. if the iutellect or 
mind be not accepted) there would result 
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cither perpetual i}erception or perpetual 
Don-perception, or elae the UmitAtion of the 
power of cither of the two (cw. the soul or 
the seuses). 

\S'hat u tli« necMtttty of an-eptii)# iin iateraal 
orgou (Antiihlceniua). of which the intellect u 
only a mndcf The Siitru wye thot if it be nut 
socviited, tile MtUM^ bcinK alwnye in contuct with 
their uhjec-t*. there wtmlil nlwny* reeuli perception 
of cTerythiiuf, fur all the rMiuititee, rt>. the iwmf, 
ihe Miumi, Aiiil the ohjertm ure preeeut. If, how¬ 
ever, tlii« ]>>• denied, then it would menn that 
kuowled^ <-nn never result, nnd notlting would 
rrrr be cc^iumI. 8o the opponent will luire h> 
accept the linutatiou of the power eitlier of tho 
eonl or of the oenwA. Such a thing is not pomiblo 
ill the Atman, which is changeleea. Nor can it be 
mid that the power of the senses, which is not 
impeded either in the prerintu moment nr iu the 
subseqnent inouient, is so limited iu the middle. 
Hence wc haw to accept nu internal organ 
(Antnhkumual, throiigli whoee 'connection nnd 
dinconnectio}! pcrcrptiQn nnd nop-perception take 
plare. The Sruti also refers to a common experi¬ 
ence of ours, "I wa.s absent-minded, I did* not hear 
if' (Hrih. 1. 0.’ 3). Henco there exists an internal 
nrgHM, of which the intellect is a modo, and it is 
tho curuicctiwi with this that ennsrs the Atman to 
njiimir os the judividnuliseil soul, ns explained in 
.Siittn 2ft. 
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Topic 24: The indevidvcl toul a$ apeui. 

II II 

COf Agent lUIV^M^l^ltl^in order Uiat the ecrijiturcK 
ma; have a meaning. 

33. (The 8oui ia) an a^nt, on acc-ount 
of scriptural (injunctions) having a mean¬ 
ing on that ground only. ' 

¥he queetion as regards the sise of the soul 
has been settled. Kov another charaeteristie of 
the soul ia tahen up for diecuseion. The indivi¬ 
dual soul is an agent, (or only on that basis do 
scriptural iujunctioiu like, "He is to sacrifice'" 
etc. have a sense. In theee the Smti enjoiiltB 
certain acta to be done by the ogent aod if the soul 
be not an agent these injunctions would berome 
meaningless. 

II II 

On aoroiiDt of the Srnti teschiog 
wandtiriog about. 

84. And on account of (the Sruti) 
teaching (its) wandering about. 

"It, taking the organs, mores about us it 
pleasM in its own body" (Brth. 2. 1. 18). This 
test which dooeribes the wandering of .the.aoul in 
the dieam state clearly shows that it is an sgenb 
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II II 

35. On account of it« taking (the 
organs). 

The text quoted in the lut Sutra oleo shows 
that the soul in dream state takes the organa with 
it. thereby declaring that it il an agent. 

ft>q i t ir H, > 5! ^f«nRift»PPr ii n 

RNX^ll4,On account of mention ^ also In 

rcapeaofaotionR^U it were not so { 4 ^ 
the refereoGo (would have been) of a diflferent kind. 

36. Also on account of the (the script¬ 
ures) mentioning (the soul as an agent) with 
resp^ to action. If it were not so, the 
reference (would have been) of a diilerent 
kind. 


'‘Intelligence perfoime sacrifices, and it also 
perfoms all acts’* (Taitt. 2. 6). Here by ‘intellig* 
cuce' the soul is meant and not the Buddhi, 
thereby showing that the soul is an agent. Xf the 
intention of the Smti were to refer to the Buddhi 
then it would hare used the word not in the 
nominative csm, but in the instrumental case, as 
'by intelligence,' meaning, through its instru¬ 
mentality, os it has done elaowhere in similar 
oircitmstanoes. Vide Kan. 3. 0. 

|| || 

As in the case of poroeption siMri 
( there is) an rule. 
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37. As in the case of perception, (there 
is) no rule (here Also). 

Au objection i» rained that if the eoul vere a 
free Hffent, then it would have performed «ily 
what ia beneficial to it, and not both good and bad 
^eedj. This objection la being refnted. Jut tu 
the eonl, although it ia free, perceivea both agree¬ 
able and disagreeable thiaga, eo alao it does both 
jfood and bad deeds. There is no rule that it 
ahonld do only what ia good and avoid what is 
Jmd. 

II 

38. Ou account of the reversal of 
power (of the Buddhi, which is inadmis¬ 
sible). 

If the Buddhi, which is en instrument, 
beoomM the agent und ceases to function as au 
instrument, we shall have to iinogiue some other 
■thing 08 the iuBtrnment. Hence the dispute is only 
-08 regards ternu, for in either com an agent diff- 
•erent from the iiutrument has to bo admitted. 

II II 

On account of the impoesibility of 

Samidbi ^ and. 

39. And on account of U)e iropoaat- 
hility of Sani4dbi. 

If the soul is not an agent, then the realisation 
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prMc-ribwl by UxtH like, “Tbe Atman i» to b« 
rmluod” (Brib. 2. 4. b), tbroo^b Soxu&dbi would 
be hniKMeible. It will not be rnpable of actiTitien 
like ''bcAiiDjf, reoeoning, nml meditation" that 
lend til SanUdbi, in erhicL ntote perfect Knowledge 
dnwiiR. Therefore there will be no Liberation for 
tlie MKil. So it in eatnbliaherl that the oonl alone i» 
tile agent, end not the Buddhi. 

Tn/Mf /•>; Thr tuHl u an upent onlg to Imtff n» it 
u ftmurcte^ vit/t tAe Vpidki*. 

tniT ^ rn?t^pnn ii V© ii 

^ Even ns ^ and fW carpenter BWW U both, 

40. And even as a carpenter is both. 

In the last Kutm the topic about the sonl's 
bring uii ugeiit is estnbludied. Now the (luestioik 
U roiatN] whether thin ngeiicy is its real nature or 
only ft suiKiinipositiou. The Ny&ya school holds 
that it is its ver^ nnturv. This Sutra refutes it 
and says that it is HUiierimpooed on the soul and 
not reel. For the Sruti decUiTMi, "This Atnion is 
non-nttkivhed" (Briii. 4. R. 10). Just as a cor- 
penter suffers when he is busy working with his 
tools nnd is happy when ho leaves off work, so does 
the Atiuuu snffflv when, through its connection witJi 
the Buddhi etc., it is active, ns in the waking sniT 
drvnni Btates, uud is blissful when it censes to be 
nil agent, as in deep sleep. All scripturol 
iiijiiiictious arc with reference to tbs conditioned 
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ptata of tlio S«lf. By imturv it in inantivt, and it 
booomes ^Qtivo only ihrough a connection with itn 
Up&dhis (adjoncta), (he mind etc. The objection 
that if the nool is not nn agent by nature, the 
Sniti injunctions will be meaningleM, does not 
stand, lot these scriptures do not aim at eetablish- 
ing it, but merely refer to on a^ry already exist* 
ing as a reesU of ignomuco. 

Topic 26: The suitJ in it* artieity i* 
dependent on the Lord. 

II if^ II 

From the Soprome Lord S but (HI. tint 
(agency) so declares the Sniti. 

41. But (even) Utat (agen<^' of the- 
soul) is from tiie Supremo Lord; so declares 
the Sruti. 

The agency nC the soul is also due to the Sup¬ 
reme Lord. G‘he soul does good and bad deeds, be¬ 
ing so directo<l by the Lord. “He ualces thoee- 
whom He will raiee do good deeds" (Eau. 3. 8). 
It is through His grace tliat the soul attains t» 
Knowledge and becomes free. 

II It 

gR9t|V(-s?^ Depends on works <loite 3 hot Miff-* 
on account of tlic relerancy of 
iojaootioos and prohibition^ etc. 

42. But (the Lord's making the soul 
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act) depend^i on works done (by (^ns 
only would) injunctions and prohibitions 
etc. be relevant. 

Thin Sutxn ntutn n ponaible doubt thst nneo 
ih« Lord iiiuknn nomt! persona do good and others 
«TiI, He most b« cruel iind whimsical. It saja that 
the Lord alwuys directs the soul aocording to its 
^ood or bad deeds in previous births. And Sam- 
nSra being without begiuuiug, there will always bo 
proTiuus birihs, with actions done in them, for the 
guidAnw of the Lord. 80 He cannot be aocusod of 
bring cruel aud whiin.ucal. It is thus alone that 
^be scriptural injiuictious nnd prohibitions can 
have any meaning; for otherwise the Jiva will 
gain nothing by ubeerving these injunctions. 

This does nut however mar the independence 
4if the Iswd. thuagU it may be said that since He 
jlepencU on the acts of the sonl. He is not free to 
4 I 0 what He likes; fur u king who presents or 
punishes His subjra'ls iicrording to their nets does 
iiot eeoM to be n HUTtTeign thereby. 

Toptf 17; iirhitirtA uf tfui inJivuftuil toul to 
/frtihman. 

, 3T5twf 
^ II II 

Part on aocouot of dlflerenix 

bi'ing declared SPTO nthcrwisc ^ and ajft alio 
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being ftilu'iiueu. kiutvce. ct«‘. 
rend wme (Sikbia of tbc Vedas). 

43. (The soul is) part (of the Lord) oit 
account ot difference (between the two) being’ 
declared and otherwise also '(t.s. as non- 
different from Brahman); for in some 
(S&kh2s or recensions of the Vedic teztsV 
(Brahman) is spoken of as being fishermen, 
knaves, etc. 

In tba lut topic it Iuih been eboem that the- 
Lord roles tbe soul. This briogx ris to the question 
of tbs relation between tlie two. Is it that of 
mnsUr and serrsnt, or us between fire and its 
ri>arkaf The SuU« says tlint th« relation is p* 
hetwoen fire ond its sparks, that is, of whole and 
port. Bat then, tbe soul is not actuallj a peH, 
but a part, es it were—on imagined port, for 
Brabman cannot have any parts. then 

should it be taken as s part and not identical with 
the Lord? Because the scriptures declare a differ¬ 
ence between them in tests like, “Knowing It 
alone Mke becomee a sage” (Brih. 4. 4. 22), "The 
Atman is to be seen” (Brih. 2. 4. 5). This differ¬ 
ence, howerer, is spoken of from the tmpiricul 
standpoint; from the absolute standpoint they an^ 
identical. .The text, “Brahman is the fishsrraen, 
Brahman the slaves. Brahman these knaves,” 
etc. shows that even such humble persons ai these 
are in leality Brahman. 
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the wortU thfe Mantra % alw. 

44. Also, fwin the words of the 
!Mantra (it is knotxn tliat the soiil is a part 
of the Lord). 

A further renwn is to show that tho 

■irml u a part of the Ijorc). "One foot ol it are oil 
Iheae beiaa*" (Ciih. 8. 12. C)—where beinae, 
iiiolutliiitf Mouls, ni'C .will to be a foot or port of the 
T<ortl. 

wft ^ II II 

Abo ^ aud it u (so) stated ia the Snrlti. 

45. And it is also (so) stated in the 
Smriti. 

"Ad eternal xHirtimi of myself harinf; bei^ome 
ji ImtiR sool" (Oftn 10. 7). 

q^: II II 

uawiRiq^ Liko light etc. q b oot like thu 
the Sapmno Lord. 

46. The Supreme Lord is not (affected 
hy pleasure and pain) like this (individual 
s^), even as light etc. (arc not affected by 
the ^ape of the things they toudi). 

Tf the soul u a part of the Lc^. the question 
Tuny arise that the T.>ord also experiences pleasure 
•uiid poin like the soul, even as a cloth u soiled if 
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it* threftth me Miled. Thw Sutra refute** it nml 
•aye that the fjcnl «1 um not expenenoo j>Ieesure aixl 
(Kun like the eoul, vbieh on account of if^oranre 
ideutifiee itself vith Ute body and imnd, and thereby 
partakes of their pleiiKure and pain. Just os the 
liffht of the sun, which is nll-pervading, becomes 
straight or bent by rotniog in contact with parti* 
cniar objects, or as the ether enclosed in a jor 
seems to move when tlu» jar is move<1, at ss the 
tun appears to tremble when the weter in which it 
is reflected trembles, hut in reelity none of them 
undergoes thnee changes, so also is the Lord not 
affected by pleasore entl pain, which are experi¬ 
enced by that imagined part of it, the individual 
soul, which is a product of ignorance nnd is 
limited by tho Buddhi eta. 

^ II 5#^ II 


The Smritis state ^ and. 

47. The Smritis also state (that). 


"Of the two, the Supreme Self is said to be 
eternal and devoid of <)nalities. It is not t<rache<1 
by the fruita of actions any more than a lotos leaf 
ie by water. . . Smriti texts like this declare 

that the' Sttpreme Lord does not experience 
pleasure and pain. The Srutis too do the same. 




II II 


InjonctiAitk and porohibitioos ^- 
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00 account of the connection with the body 
^ like Ikdit etc. 

48. Injunctions and prohibitions (are 
possible) oil account of the oonnection (of 
the Sel^ with the body; us in the case of 
light etc. 

STen tliooffh the Self in ouc und indeecrib- 
able, and wi^ reference to it there can be no 
injonctioiu and proltibitione. jet os connected 
with a body, such injnaotiouii and prohibtti<ma are- 
pouihle. Fire ie one; but tlie fire of tlie funemt 
pyre ia rejected, and that of n encrifice ie accepted.. 
Similar is the case with the Atman. 

Non^oxteueina (beyond its own body) W 
and e m fev- there is no confasion (of roenlta of 
aetione). 

49. And on account of the non-oxten- 
sion (of the soul beyond its own body) there 
is no confusion (of results of actions). 

An objection ie mieed that on aoconnt of the 
anity of the Self then would result a confusion of 
the reeulta of actions; that is, everyone would 
(he reenlts of the actions of eraryone else. This 
Sutra refutes such a possibility; for an indiTi' 
dnnlised soul means the ronnection of the Atman 
with a particular body, raind, eto., and since these 
are not overlapping, the individual souls turr 
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different from each other. ITetire there u no inch 
pomibility of eonftuion. 

arrora iw ^ ii v ii 

avifRl! A reflection on); ^ and. 

50. And (the individtuil soul is) only 
a reflection (of the Supreme Lord). 

Acrording to Vedintn the iadiridool aonl is 
but n reflecttOB, an image, of the Supreme Lord in 
Ttx Up&dhi (adjanot), the Antohlurana (inner 
organ). So the reflectiona of the T^rd in different 
Antnhknronaa are different, eren aa the reflectiona 
of the snn in different aheeta of water ore different. 
Therefore juat aa tJie trembling of a particular 
reflection of the aun doea not cauiw tha other 
reflectiona to tremble so also the experiencinir of 
happineaa and miser; b; a particnlar Jiea nr 
individualised aonl ia not shared by other aoula. 
Hence there can be no confuaion of the reaultx of 
action. 


II II .... 

efCE-ei^H^in There being no flxity abrait the 
unseen prindplo. 

61. There being no fixity about the 
unseen principle' (tb^re would result that 
confusion for those • who believe in many 
souls, each all^pervading). 

The SAiilchyaS,- the- Vaiaeahikaa and the 
ffaiyiyikaa accept- fl'plriralitv of houla, each ut 


*.s.-~l8 



376 


BRAHMA'SirnUS 


[2.3.63 


which ia all>pervttdii)(r' X>u(]ar roch ciroamatanccs 
there cuunoi but reault a confusion of the fruits of 
nuttoo, for eflck soul is iiresent eTerywhers, in 
close proximity to whatever causos those results in 
the shspe of happiness or misery. Xor can thin 
confusion be ovoided by introdncing the AdHshtA 
or unseen principle, which is religious merit and 
demerit ucqnired by the eouls. According to the 
•Shnkhyns it inheres not in the soni bat ia the 
Pmdhina, which is common to nil souls, and os 
such there is nothing to fix that a particular 
Adrishta oiierntee in a particular soul. According 
to the other two schools the unseen principle is 
rreoted by the conjunction of the soul with ths 
mind; and since every soul is all-perrsding snd 
therefore eqnslly connected with all minds, here 
also there is nothing to fix thst a particular 
Adrishta belongs to a particular soul. Hence that 
cnnfnsion of results is inevitable. 

II II 

stfgdmfifS In resolve etc. eA even ^ snd 
like thU. 

52. And even as regards resolve etc. 
(it would be) like this. 

If it bs maintained that the resolve etc. one 
mokes to schieve something or to avoid something 
will allocate ths Adrishta to particular souls, svsn 
then there will be this confusion. For resolve etc. 
are also formed by the conjunction of the soul and 
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(h« nuud. Hence the winip nritiimmt applies here 

aUo. 

•Sutras 51-68 refute the doetriiir <i( the 
?^Yikli>’UB and other schoolii nhout the plurality of 
«u>uls each of which is nlUpm'nditiR. It Innls tn 
uhmrdities. 

H, 3r?(ronn\ ii ii 

JttejfllProm (diffisraaco of) pl&co ^ if it bo 
nahl ^ not to •POTfW[^oii aocennt of tho eelf bcinK iu 
nil bodice. 

53. If it be said (that the distinction 
of pleasure and pain etc. results) from (tho 
<Hfrerenoe of) place, (we s&y) not so. on 
account of the self being in aU bodies. 

The Naiyiyiltiis nnd others try to ^«t oTcr the 
difficulty shtmu ia the prerious Sutra thus: 
Tliough each soul is All-pervading, yet if w« tnkc 
ito 4‘onnectioa with the mind to take place in that 
port of it which is liinite<l by its body, then such 
a confusion is not likely. Hven this cannot stand; 
since every soul is all-pcrradiDg nnd therefore 
f»ermenteri nil bo<iica, and there is nothing to fix 
that a particular body belongs to a ]iariiculnr miuI. 
Again there ennnoi bo mora than one all-pcivudiDg 
entity; if there were, they would limit each other 
aiul coniKqnently veuse to be all-iiervAding or 
iniliiite. Hence there is «nily one Self auu not 
many. The plurality of aelvea in Ved&ats is only 
a prodvet of ignorence end not a reality. 


CUAPTEIl II 


Sirnoir rv 

In Ui« third section it bns been shoim thnt 
ether and the other elements are produced from 
Brahman, bT cecnuciling the apparently rontm* 
dictory texts of the Sratis with, reepect to their 
originntion. In this section the Sutras take up for 
discussion texts that deal with the nriititmtion of 
the senses etc. 

fofMr 2: The orffant ore prothtcetJ ftrno lirnhman. 
fWT Simr: il ? II 
trai Likewise SW the organs. 

1. Likevrise Che organs (are produced 
from Brahman). 

In the scriptures, in thoee eectious which treat 
of the origin of thinffs, we do not dud the origina- 
tioQ of the organs etc. mentioned. On the other 
hand, there are texts like, “This was indeed non¬ 
existence in the beginning. They say: What 
was nhn-existeac^' in the beginning? Thoao 

Bishis.Who are thoee RiehisP The Pr&nos 

f’orgah.s). are indeed the Riahie’' (Sat. Br. C. 1. t. 
IX .n-hieli show.that the oigons are etemol and not 
created. , ' . s. 1 . • v ■ r ; 
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Tlii* Sutrft jvlulen that viaw aail «y« that the 
orifuns etc. are pi-oiluced ju-'tt like ether etc. from 
Jlroliiunu. The wor»l iikewwe’ mftr* not to the 
imniMliiitely prccMlin^p topic of lh« Ust section, 
which ut the plumlify nt eemU, but to the creution 
•of ether etc. sjwkou of in the hurt oectieu. Sruti 
teste «lirocUy declare their origination, “Froni 
that (Self) are piwluced the vital force, miail, iind 
nil the oryjkus*’ (Mu. 2. 1. 3). Therefore the senee* 
Arc created. 

H ^ M 

*fWl Secondary ttcuec «P8**tWbejii|i iwpoortblc. 

2. On account of the impo«ibUity (of 
explaining the origination in a) secondary 
aenac. 

Since there are t«(sta like the one tjaoted fr«nn 
tile Sat. Br. vrhich atMaik of the cxiiitence o! the 
before rrootion, why not explain the text* 
which deacribo their creatiou in a secouihiry aensc? 
This Kutm refutes it, foi- a sec^avdary -seiwe would 
lead to the ulmudonmeut tif the general aaeertion, 
"By the knowledge uf one, ererything ehw is 
known.'' 'rherefore tlvey are proilucwl fnnn Brah- 
wan. Tlie ►efereueo U* the exiatvQce of the Priiuut 
<orgaiia) before oroation in Sat. Ur. U c«mcerTii^ 
Himnyagarhlw, which is not rwadvwl in the partial 
diMolution of the world, though all other effects 
are rswilve*!. Kven Himnyagarhba i* resolved, 
however, in completo dissolution (Mshiprtilaya). 
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II \ II 

Sl^firgt being lucutioiied ^ And. 

3. And because that (tlie verb denot¬ 
ing origin) is mentioned (in connection 
with Uk PrAnas). 

Th« text refemd to u: '‘From that (Self) »ro 
protlaoMl the vital force, mind and all the orgami, 
wther, air, water, fire, nud earth" (Hu. 2. 1. 3). 
Here the vonl 'pmduceil’ occunt at the very begiu- 
niug nf the thiogM eimiiierated, nnd if it ia inter- 
preteil in ita primary sense with respect to ether 
etc., it is all the oioi'e to be ao interpreted with 
respect to die vital-farce, mind, and organa men> 
(toned earlier. ' Thua u further reason is given in 
this 8ntm to show tliat the organs etc. have on> 
ginated from Brahman. 

?T^44KinST^: II V II 

Of the organ of speech (etc.) bdag 

preceded br tlwiii (tho clcmntta). 

4. On account of the pre-existeuoe of 
that (viz. the elementa) (before) the organ of 
speecn (etc.). 

"For truly, my Imy, mind consists of earth, 
the vital force of water, the vocal organ of fire" 
(Cihii. G. 5. 4). lliiB text clearly shows that the 
organ-t etn. ere products of the elements, which 
in their turn spring from Brahman. Hence tliey 
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too oro pro8Q<>t« of Brahmttn. Being prodnct* of 
the eiementa, they sro not •epomtoly mentienf<l in 
texti dealing with the origin of things. 


Topic S: The Htnubor of the orgatu. 




II II 


BH Seven being eo known (from the script' 
uree) on aoconnt of the speciftestioa ^ sod. 

5. (The organs are) seven (in number), 
because it is so known (from the scrintures) 
and on account of the specification (oi those 
seven). 

The number of the organa is oacertained in 
thia and the next Sutra. Thia Sutm, which givee 
the view of the opponent, declares that there on' 
seven organs. “The seven Pr&naa (organa) spring 
from It“ (Mn. 2. 1. 8). These are again specified 
in another text, “Seven indeed ore the PrSnos 
(organs) in the head” (Toitt. Sam. fi. 1. 7. 1). Ifo 
doubt in some texts eight or even more organs are 
enumerated, but these are to be explained os 
modifications of the inner o^n, and so there is no 
rontrodietion in the Smti texts if we take the 
number os seven. 


II % II 

Hoode etc. S hut being a fact ORP 
therefore R not t^Uke this- 
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6. But bauds etc. (are aUk> referred 
to 08 sense-organs in scriptural textal.Sin^ 
this is a fact, therefore (it is) not like this 
(».s. they are not merely seven in number). 

'But' refnte* the view of the previous Sutra. 
“Tli« bands are the Umhn (orgaiu)'* etc. (Brib. 
8. 2. 8). 8uoh text* abow that the ban<U etc. an 
additional eense-orguna. Tberefoie to thu Mveu 
already euumemtwl, via. eyes, uom, ears, tcugue, 
touch, epeecb, ami iuuer orgau. four oUicta. via. 
bumli, feet, anus, and the (Vgau of generation, 
have to be added, (n all. therefore, there are 
eleven organs. The different nimlifications of the 
inner organ, rig. mind, intellect, ego, and Ohitta 
(memory), ar« not separate organs, and tbcreforc 
cannot raise the number beyond eleven, which is 
therefore the number fixed. These are; the five 
organs of knowledge, the five organa of action, 
and the inner organ. 

Topic J,- 7*/ie orfftitu nro minuto in rue. 

I) 'S II 

Minute ^ and. 

7. And (they are) minute. 

The organs are minute. ‘Minute’ does not 
meau atomic, but fine and- .limited in siae. It is 
because they are subtle that they are not seen. Tf 
they were ull*perv^iug, then texts which speak 
of their paaaiog out of ' the body-and'going and 
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<s<najng along with U»e muI at dfoth and birth 
would b« contradicted. MorooTor, wo do not i^r- 
<»iT» throoRh the muam what u happening 
thraughont the nniveroo, which would b© the ca» 
if th^ were all-pervading. Ilonce they ore all 
eiibtle and limited in nse. 

Toftic 4: 'Hie chitf PtAhc (irital joteo) aUo 
u cfeated /row» fimhman. 

999 II ^ II 

'Hie chief PrAnn (vital Coroc) ^ and. 

8 . And the chief TrAna (vital force) 
^is al» produced). 

"From this (Self) is produced the vital force" 
(Mu. 2. 1. 3); again we hove, "By Its own low It 
nloite was liioving without wind (the vital force)" 
(llig-Yedn 10. laS. 2). Here the words "was 
moving" seem to refer to the function of the viUl 
force, and so it must have existed before ctenUon 
And was therefore not created. Hence th«e 
appears to be a cootrwUction with respect to its 
origination. This Sutra says that even the vital 
fence is produced from Brahman. The 
“was moving" are qualified by "without wind" 
and so doee not inliroate that the vital force 
exUted before creation. It only intiinstee tho 
Brahman, the Cause, existed befoie creation, as is 
known from texts like "Hiistence alone was there 
before this" (Chh. 6. 2. 1). It u called the 
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vhirf’, bAonoM it functions boforo all other 
Priinaii and senaet, t.e. from the very moment the 
<-hild ia conceived, and aUo on account of its 
nupterioT qualities; "We Hhall not b« able to live 
v ithoni you" (Brill. 0. 1. 13). 

Topic 5: The chief vital force it different 
frnm air and »cn»e fnaetiont. 

51 ti ^ ii 

Not ail- nor function eciwratcly 

account of its bcinS inontioned. r 

9. [The cheif PrAna) is neither air 
nor any function (of the organs) on account 
of its being mentioned separately. 

In this Sutra the nature of the chief Prina is 
discussed. The opponent holds that there is no 
sepsTute principle called Prflns, but that it is only 
air and nothing else, vrliich exists in the moutli 
ns well as outside. The Sruti also says, "That 
vital forte is air.” Or it may be the coinhineil 
effect of the functions of all the eleven organs. 
Just as a number of birds in n ca^o, when they 
move, also move the cage, so also the eleven 
organs functioning,together coustitate life in the 
Imidy. So the reenltaut of tliose functions re 
IVAna. This is the view of the S^khyas. Hence 
there is no separate pnneipio tailed Prina (vital 
forte). 

Tilt Sutra refutes these views and says that 
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Prfnf it K wparmto principle, for it it mentioned 
•eparatel; from »ur «nd wiuo functioon. 

“The PrAtta (Titol force) indeed U the fourth foot 
of Brahman. That foot ehinM and worme os the 
light called air” (Chh. 3. 18. 4), where it U dw- 
tioguiohed from air. Again, “Prom that (SoH> 
are prodnoed the vital force, mind, end all the 
organ*” (Ifn. 2. 1. 8), which ohow* that it i* not a 
function of any organ, for in that co*e it would 
not have been separated from the organs. The 
text, “The vital furoo is air,” is also correct, 
inasmach a* the effect is hut Oie cause in another 
form and the vital force is air functioning within 
the body (Adhyltma). The analogy of the bird* 
in a cfge is not to the point, for they all have the 
same kind of activity, vit. movement, whidi ia 
favourablo to the motio)) of the cage. Bat the 
functions of the organs are not of one kind, but 
different from one another; and they are also of a 
distinct nature from that of the vital force. 
Hence they cannot oonstitote life. Therefore 
Pr&na (vital fwce) is a separate entity. 

II II 

Like eyes eb-. 3 on 

noconnt of (its) being taught with titein and other 
reasons., 

10. But (Prfina U subordinate to the 
soul) like eyes etc. on account of (its) being 
taught witlt them and for other reasons. 
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If tli« Tit«l farrv in a Aepoitite entity from the 
•orgtuu, which «rc eubnnliunte to it, then it, like 
-the eoul, inoet alw bi^ iiulepemleut in the body. 
The SntTH refutwi thi« »iul itnye that the yitnl 
force is aubonliuato to the ittiul. AVliyf because 
in the conversotinn nf the I’rauas which we find 
in the Upaniehatlii it ie uieiitiuned along with the 
.«inMe>orgaiu. bow in such grunping only thmc 
of a chias are grouiicd together. So the Titnl force, 
like the orgmiu, is suhonliuute to the soul. The 
•other reasouH referred to in the Sutra on its being 
.^■onipooed of parte, its bidng iiuteutient, and eo on. 

*T frorft II II 

WpWtl^On account of (ita) not being an instru¬ 
ment ^ and H not objection % because thtu 
(Smti) teacbc.a. 

11. And on account of (its) not being 
.an instrument (there is) no objection, because 
thus (the scripture) teaches. 

If the rital force, like the rirgaus is uIno sub- 
•ordinate to the soul, tlien it matt stand in the 
relation of an instrument to.the soul like the 
orgaAs. But as there are only eleven functions 
-nnd as many urgana nlraady, there is no room for 
n twelfth organ in the abevure of a twelfth aenk)- 
object. Tbia Sulhi refutes the above objection 
nnd su^ that the vitnl fom> is not an iuetrOmeut 
or organ like the eyes eb*., for the occeptonce of 
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vrliirb n IweHtli iieii«w<ibjeft woulil b« necessarj;. 
yet it bns A fuHfttiou in lb« body wbiob no i«ni»o- 
iirKun U r»pablo ol. »n(l thnt i* tUe upkeep of the 
Itotly. In tho text. “Prwiervw thr uncleAn neet 
(of u body) witU llie help of thr Tital force* 
/Drib. 4. y. 12). the ritnl force w eaid to guard the 
body. Aguin. “From whatever limb the Prana 
gooK, right there it withere*’ (Brih. 1. 3. 19); 
“^VhnteT»>T food owe eats through the Prana tatie* 
fiee Uieae (the organ*)” rBrih. 1. 3. 18). All 
theeo texte •haw that the function of the vital 
force (Pruua) i* the upkeep of the l»ody, unliko- 
thoKO of the orgon*. 

Nor i« thi* the only fnncliou of the vital' 
force. There are other*, too, a* the next Sutra 
deolAra*. 


U W II 

Having 6ve-fold function tftPSl like the 
mind wrAwtl it is taoght. 

12. It is taught as having a fivefold 
function like the mind. 

“I alone di'i'iding inyaclf ftvchdd supitort 
thi* body and keep it” (Pr.’ 2. 3). PiveWd. i.e. 
a* Priue, Apina. Vyiuo. Ildfcna. and Saintoa 
eaeh of which ha* a «i>e»ial function. »». breath¬ 
ing in, exhaling, functioning Ibroxighwt tB« 
body and aiding feat* of etrength, helping thV 
•ear4o past out of the body, and digesting the- 
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^S& 

food ont«n aud rftrryin^ it to all part* of Uie body. 
In thi« retpect it vweinble* tbe inner organ, 
'wbicb though one hue A fourfold aspect as mind, 
intellect, ego, end Chittn (memory). 

Topic 6: The mirnttcTtcst of the rital force. 

srgsj II n II 

ef)|> Minute ^ end. 

IS. And it la minute. 

The vital force (Prauu) is also minute, subtle, 
and limitod like the eenses. It may be objected 
that it is all'perroding according to the text: 
“BevnuM be is etxiul to a gnat, equal to a moe- 
^uito. equal to an elephant, eguoi to these three 
tcorhis, eqvat to this vnivenc” (Brih. 1. 3. 22). 
But the alUpervndingneu epoken of here is with 
respect to Hiranyagarbha, the cosmic Frhna. In 
its uniTersal aspect it is slUpervading; but in 
relation to beings in the world, in its individnsl 
aspect with which we arc concerned here, it is 
limited. Heuce the vital force is also limited. 

Topic 7: The presttfinp deitie* of the organ*. 
vMlfaMvjfuaiW g tnfWTRFl, II |] 

Presiding over by Fire and othen 
g but fR;;Sflw«wW[on account of the eeripturcs tcaclr 
ingtbat. 

14. But there is the presiding over by 
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Fire and others (over the ethane), on account 
of the scriptural teaching aoout that. 

Th« dependencti or mdftlMinden<>« of the Fr4»a 
oud the orgatin is takeu up for discusim; the 
Bcriptures soy that these are preuded over by the 
gods like Fire etc., which direct them. For 
example, "(Fire) having become speech e&tei'nl 
the mouth" {Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 2. 4). The organs etc., 
being inert, caunot move of themselves. Hence 
they are dependent on the presiding deities. 

II X'K II 

SflviWI With the one possenaing the Prlnas (orgam) 
m^frorn the ecripturcs. 

16. (The . gods are not the enjoyers. 
but the soul, because the organs are connea- 
ed) with the one {i.e. the soul) possessing 
them, (as is known) from the scriptures. 

This Sutra mokes it clear why the soul,, and 
not the gods, is the enjoyer in 1he body. The 
relation between tlio soul and the organs is that of 
master and servant, so the seripturee declare; 
hence the enjoyment through the organs is of the 
aonl, and not of the gods. "He who knows, 
me etnell this/ is the self, the noee is the instru¬ 
ment of sraelling" (Chh. 8. 12. 4). lioreover. 
there are many gods in the body, each prending 
over a particular organ, but there is only one 
enjoyer. Otherwise remembrance would ' be 
impomible. Hence the senses are for the enjoyment 
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of tbe Kittl and not tbe god» tliongh they ow- 
directed by them. 

n II 

^ lU ^ »nd PFRWlon acoonnt of iwmwuioncc. 

16 And on account of iU (soul’#)* 
permanence (in the body it is the enjoyer. 
and not the gods). 

The 6onl ubidee jieiwanently in the body e« 
the exjieriencer since it can be affected by goo<\« 
niid evil and experience pleiunire nud pain. It 
is not reasonable to think that in, a body which »a 
the meult of the souI’m post nctiona, othew. e.o. 
the gods, enjoy. The gods have glorious position* 
and would disdain such lowly enjoyments os eon 
be had through the human body. It is the soul 
thnt is the enjoyet. Moreover, the connection 
between the organs nnd the soul is permanent. 
Vide Smti text, '‘When it deports, the vital forcc- 
follows; when the vital force departs, all other 
organs foUow” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). The «ml is the 
master, and is therefore the enjoyer. in spite of 
the fnct that there are presiding deities over the- 
senses. 

7V>pic S; Ths organs qfO indepandont .prinfipJar 
(md not tiiocle* of tha chitf PrAna. ■ 

ft II 

% Thcy.fftPlf^ organs bring so dcaig-. 

nnted except tho chief; 
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17. They (the other pr&oas) except 
the chief (prAna) are organs (and so different 
from the chief prAna), on acootmt of (their) 
being so designated (by the scriptures). 

The' qneetion it rnieed whether the eyes etc. 
are bat modes of the rital force or independent 
entities. The opponent holds the former view 
•inee the ecriptare esys, " 'Thiii is the ffreatesi 
amongst os (the organs). . . . Wei), let ns all be 
of his f<vm.’ They all ofununed its famn. There¬ 
fore they nre called by this name of 'Prana' *' 
CBrih. 1. 6. 21). The Satm refutes this and saye 
that the eleven organs belong to a neparate cato- 
gory, and are not modes of the vital force, because 
they ore shown to be different in texts like: “From 
Him are bom, the vital force, mindj and all 
organs” (Mu. 2. 1. 8), where the vital force and 
the organs are separately mentioned. The text of 
the Brihad&ranyoha is to be taken in a secondary 
senM. 

II U II 

18. Ott account of differentiating 
scriptural texts. 

In Brih. 1. 8. the organs are treated first in 
one section, and after concluding it the vital force 
ia treated in a freah section, which shows that 
they do not belong to the same category. Hence 
also the Mgans are Independent principles, and 
not modes of the vital force. 
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II n n 

On nocoiint of chftractarMtio differwxcoB 

^ tod. 

19. And on account of characteristic 
differences. 

VariottB difleronco* in their nature are dee- 
ctibed in the ecripture. For example, the orsan* 
do not function in deep elaep, wherea* the vital 
force doee. The organ* get tired, but not the 
vital force. The loee of individual <n-gan« doee 
not affect life, hut the paemng out of the vital 
force end* in the death of the body. The Smti 
which speak* of the organs being called Prina for 
their Vioyng aesnmed it* form is to be taken in a 
secondary eenae, meaning that the organ* follow 
the vital force even as the servants do their master. 
The vital force is the leader of the organs. There¬ 
fore the organs are independent principles. 

Top/r 0: T/te cvolvtivn of tumsi form* is the 
■toork of th* Lord and not of the individual soul. 

II II 

The creation of name and form 3 
but by Him who docs ’the tripartite ((rea¬ 

ction) wXvMon accennt (>f scriptand teaching. 

20. But the creatidn of oamee and 
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fomw ifl by Him who does tlie tripartite 
(cr^tioh), for ao the acriptiircs teach. 

(tuwtiou ia i-oUed wlietlMt (Iw ioftliYidoal 
ur 'fhe Supramtf Wd laahioun t^ruM iibjectd uf 
name and form aflrr the tUrvn olamfiita hare barn 
t-rtttiUd by tbu I^d. In tlw Chhiudogyn C. 2. w« 
the creation of the pleinents by the Lord. 
The next eectioii uoya: “That Deity thought, 
'Well, let ine noV enter thoae three deitiee (fire, 
tfarfh, an<i water) ne (lit. through) this living self 
(Jivo) and rereal noiues and fonas* " (Chh. 0. 9. 
2). On the basis, uf this text the opponent holds 
that the fashioning of namee and forms, that is. 
the creation of the groas world after the elements 
liare been creot^, beluiigx to Uie individual mnil 
and not to the Lord. This .Kutm rofntcs it and 
snyn that the word 'Jiva' iu the text is syutarti- 
t'ully related witli .'enti-auc-u' aud not with the 
revealing of names aud forms. The individual 
soal not the power to orwite tile gross world, 
hforeover, the next seuteiit'e of that pasange, 
“Then that Deity having sold, 'Let ut« mahe each 
4if these three (elements) tripartite’ ” etc. (Chh. 
<J. 8. 8), clearly shows that the Supreme lA>rd 
alone reveeds muuM and forms, ami itvates the 
groaa elements ami this world. How then is the 
pfisloction of pots etc. by a potter to be 
«xplainedf There also (he Tionl is the timer 
director. It is the Ijord who ' >‘Mide)i in every* 
thing add directs tho whole crealiou. 




394 


BRAHMA'SIJTRAS 


(2.4.22 


II II 

Fleih # 10 . we dfocia of earth J|t« 
according to the scriptureB of the other two ^ 
alw. 

21. Flesh etc. result from earth, 
according to the scriptures. So also as regards 
the other two (e«. fire and water). 

Tripartite earth, when oseixnilatod by nan, 
forma flesh etc. “The earth (food) when eaten 
becomes threefold, ... its middle portion becomes 
flesh, and its finest portion mind” (Chh. 6. 6. 1). 
So also we hare to understand the effects of the 
other two elements accordin^f to the scnptnree. 
Water produces, blood, Prina, etc., and fire pro¬ 
duces bone, marrow and the organ of speech. 

fffli^wai^: II II 

On aooount of the preponderance g but 
that s|)edal name. 

22. But on account of the preponder¬ 
ance (of a particular element in them the 
gross eluents) arc so named (after it). 

An objection is raised, if all the .gross 
elements oontain the three fine elements, 
then why such distinctions as “This is water,'* 
“This is eerth,” “This is fire’’P The Sntra 
refutes this objection saying that as the fine 
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elunenta an Dot found in equal proi>ortion in each 
of the groes elemente, they are named after that 
fine element which preponderateA in their convti* 
tution. The repetition of "that special neiue" ia 
to show that the chapter ends here. 



CHAPTER III 


Sscnox X 

In the second chnpter all ubjectiouii besetl on 
the Srnti and reoMminf; nffoinst the Tedftntic riev 
hare been refaled. It has been slicnm that alT 
other Tiewn are incorrect, nud that the so-cslIciT 
HO-ripturoI rontrodictioiui do not exist with respect 
to Ae YecUntic riew. Further, it has been nhown 
that all entities different ftrim the soal (l>be 
Prana etc.) spring ' from Rrolimnu ond for 
the cnjoTment of the soul. Tn this chapter 
the flool’s trarels to the different regions occom* 
paiiied % those odjnucts are discuMied to prodnre 
o spirit of dispassion. 

Topir J; The loW, wAcm patnug out of the l>o<ip 
ot decth-it onveloped with /in« furt«V7e< of 
tJic grot! sfcinenti. , 

"iwtTwrH n ^ II 

With A Wcw to obtaining a fresh 
body coca enveloped (with snbtle parts 

of tho elementa) it is known) from 

the qnestioD and answer. ' 

1 . (The soul) goes (out of the body) 
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enveloped (with subtle parts of the elements) 
with a view to obtaining a fresh body; (so it 
is known) from the qiiestion and answer 
(in the scripture). 

The Sutm ctucusses wli«tk«T iu traa»uti(tT*tl(n& 
the Mul takes with it subtle peris n{ the giw 
elemsuts es the seed, as it were, for.the iutare 
body. The oppooent holds ^st it doee not take 
them, for it is useless, becsuse the elemsuts are 
easily arailable everywhere. Moreover, in As 
ebsence of a definite opinion to the oontTery in the 
ecriptores, we heve to understand that the soel 
does not take ^btla parts of the elemente with it. 
This Sutra refutes that view and says that the 
soul does take with it eubtle parts of the elements: 
that this is a fact is known from the question and 
answer that occurs in the scriptures. "Do you 
know why in the fifth oblation water is called 
manf" (Chh. &• 3. 3). This is the question, and 
the answer is given in the whole passage which, 
after explaining bow the five oblstioni in the 
form, of SraddhI (liquid oblations in subtle fonn), 
Some, rain, food, and seed are offered in the five 
‘fires' (t.e. objects imagined to be fires for the sake 
of Uplsank)—the heavens, Parjanys (rain-god), 
earth, men, and woman—ends, ‘‘For this reason is 
water in the fifth oblation. called man.” From 
this we understand that the soul goes enveloped 
with water (same as firaddhi). Moreover, thoegh 
the elements are available everywhere, yet the 
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for a future body are not no eaiuly ATuilable. 
A^in the adjuncta of the individual aoul, «u. the 
unrauA etc. which go with it (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 2) 
cannot urroinimny it ubIms there ie n material 

haaie. 

On account of (water) coneisting of 
three elemeata g but on account of the pr^ 

pondemnce (of water). 

2. On acoount of (water) consisting of 
three elements (the soul goes envelopetT ^ 
all these elements and not merely water); 
bnt (water alone is mentioned in the text) 
on acoount of its preponderance (in the 
imman body). 

An ubjectiou ia rained that the text mentionit 
<mly water, and not the other olemonte an accom- 
ptuying the aoul. The Sutra saya Chat in water 
are found the other two elements also according to 
the tripartite creation of the groee elemente. 
Hence all the three elements uccompeny the soul. 
The meution of water is indicatory and includee 
all the elementi. With mere water no body can 
be formed. But as the watery p<Miion iu tbe body 
is preponderant, water only is mentioned in tbe 
text. 

II ^ II 

Because of the going of the aeuac-orgaos R 

and. 
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3. And because of the going of the 
orgaoR (with the soul, the elements 
accompany the soul). 

"When it cleperts, the Tital ferce folloera. 
When the vital force departa, all the cvgans 
follow” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). Sinoe the organs go with 
the soul, they must have a material base; hence 
also it is inferred that water and other elements 
follow the eoiil, thus forming a basis for the 
organs. 

ii ^ ii 

Eotering into fire ete. from the 
scriptures it -bo said R not so nu 

aeconnt of its being so said in a secondary eeosc. 

4. If it be said (that the organs do 
not follow the soul), for the scriptures 
declare their entering into fire etc., (we say) 
not so, on account of its being so said in a 
secondary sense. 

“When the vocal organ of a man who dies is 
merged in the fire, the nose in the air,” etc. (Brih. 
d. 2. 13). This text dtowa that at the time of 
death the organs are resolved into their prodding 
deitiee. and hence it cannot be said that they 
accompany the son]. This Sutra rafutes that view 
and says that such interpretationB would go against 
many texts which declare that they do accompany 
the soul, as, for example: "When it departa, the 
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Titsl furctf foUcnni;'wbea tbe rital force dcptirti, 
nil Ute nrfrans follow” (Brib. 4. 4. 2). TIeDoe the 
text ritcfl iniurt be ioterpreted in A secondary eeiu^ 
like the worde, ‘‘Tite hair on the body in the 
herhe” (Brib. 3. 2. 18). 


, ♦?, ?!T wrtf': 


Id the firet of the obUtiooe not b»io^ 

mentiooed ^ ^^if it be said 4 not eo dP tbet 
only («.e. water) ^ becAOee 39^: on nccmint of the* 


a]>iiropriatcricM. 


5. If it be objected on acoount of 
(water) not being mentioned in the first of 
the oblations, (we say) not so, beOhuse ^at 
(viz. water) oiuy (is meant by the word 
‘Sraddh&’) on account of the appropriate¬ 
ness (of Such an interpretation). 

An objection is raised that as there is no men¬ 
tion of water in the first oblation: "On that altar 
the gods offer Smddbg as oblation’’ (Cbb. 6. 4. .2), 
bttt only Sraddha (faith) ia mentioned, to subati- 
tnte water for Srnddba will bo arbitrary. So bow 
can it be oecertained "that in the fifth oblatioft 
n’ater is called man'*!' The Sutra aays that by 
'SraddbA’ water ia meant, for in that case alone 
syntactical unity of the whole passage remains 
undisturbed. Odierwise the question and answer 
would not agree. Moreover, faith (SraddhhV, 
which' is a mentsd attribute, cannot be offered aa 


/ 
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»li oblation. Water is also failed Sradilhi in tbo- 
Sniti texts: “Rratldht indeed is water” (Taitt, 
Bam. 1. 6. 8. 1). 

arM4«4ir^ffl Jnfttr; u ^ u 

«|wnN9 On accouht of ncit beinc uentimed in 
the Sruti ^ ^if it bo said ^ not so tU- 

performors of aacrifioca etc. SRfl^ beine uudenttood. 

6. If it be said that oh account of (the* 
80 q 1) not being mentioned in tbe text (the- 
soul does not depart enveloped with water 
etc^}, (we say) not so, for it is understood' 
(from the scriptures) that the Jivas who- 
perform sacrifices etc. (alone go to heaven). 

An objection is miscil that iu tb« Chhlndogyn 
text citml (5. 3. 3), there xis mention ol water only 
but no reference to the aoul; and it is explained 
bow ibis arater becomes man. So how can it bo- 
.taken that the soul departs enrelopetl with water 
and then is bom o^in as manf This Sutra refute* 
it and says that if we examine all the scriptural 
texts like, “But they who beinjr in the Tillafr*' 
practise aacrifice* and works of public utility und 
alms, go to the (deity of) smoke ... to the 
moon” (Chh. 8. 10, 34), which dwribe the- 
joumey to the moon, we find that only the Jins 
who perform such good acts go to heoren. and that 
in ao doing they go enveloped with water, which 
ia supplied by the rndterials like eurda etc. that: 
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:ore offe-ed as oblations in sacrifice*; these assume 
a subtle form called Apurra and attach thexaseWas 
to the ucri 6 cei'. 

BRTWfiRWBT.) WT ft II »» || 

In a secondary sensb V but on 

account of their (souls) not knowiui; the Self tTQ so 
ft bocauee (Smti) declares. 

7. But (the souls’ being the food of 
'the gods in heaven is used) in a se^ndary 
sense, oa account of their not knowing the 
Self] because (the Sruti) declares like that. 

In the sciiptures it is statod that those who 
•90 to heaven beccune tho food of tbe gods; eo how 
oould they be enjoying the fruits of their good 
actions in heaTen7 "That is Soinn, the king. 
He is the f^tod of the gods. They eat him" (Chh. 
•b. 10. 4). This Sutra says that the word *fo^’ is 
used not in a primary Mnae, but metaphorically, 
jueauiug an object of enjoyment. Otherwise, if 
:this is the fate of souls who go to heaven, texts 
like, "Those who want to go to heaven shall 
perform aacrifioee" are meaningless. Therefore 
what the text means is that they are objects of 
*«njo}'ni«Bt to the gods even as wives, children, and 
cattle are to men. Thus the Jivas, while giving 
'enjoyment to the gods, ore happy, and rejoice 
with them in their turn. That they are objects of 
'enjoyment to the gods is known from texts like: 
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"Wliile he vho woreliipn AunUier deity . . . He- 
is like » beast to the gods. And as many beasts- 
serre a man, so does every man serre the gods" 
<Brih. 1. 4. 10). 

Therefore it is decided that the soul goes 
enveloped with subtle parts of the eleuients when 
it goea to other spheres for enjoying the fruits of 
its good Karma. 

Tropic 2: The souls <fetccruf(i»/7 front hatvon have 
a residval Kama, vAscA daUrrmines their birth. 

yn ^ s- j ^w R i H. , ^ iKii 

On the exhanation of (good) wgrk et^RRH, 
possessed of rosidnsl Kavioa ceffififanHas is known 
from the Srnti siul Smriti 8 as (U) went 
differently ^ and. 

8 . On the exhaustion of (good) work 
(the soul) with the residual Karma (descends 
to this earth, as is known from the' Sruti 
and Smriti, along the path (it) went by 
(from here) and differently too. 

A freah topic is taken np for duenasian<—the- 
descent of the soal from heaven. The queetion is 
raised whether it dsocends with any residnar 
Karma or not. The opponent holde that there is 
no Tvsidoal Karma, for Sruti soys: "Having 
dwelt there till their work is consumed, they 
retnm again the way they went by" etc. (Chb. 6. 
10. 5), which means that' ell their Ksma is 
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«x&au.'«fe«I nud there ie uuthmg left. Moreoyer, 
it' n reeeonable to think that Eanna dune in 4»ne 
•Ufa (iu tuuu) ia worked out in th« next as god. 

The Sutra, refuting this eiew, says that what 
js exhausted in hearen is only that Knnna which 
guee the soul a birth as god is heaven, but on the 
exhaa.itiou of this Karma the remaining Karma, 
good aud bad, brings it bock to earth. Otherwise it 
is difficull -to explain the happiueea or misery of o 
jtswdwru child. Neither w it p 9 a«ible that in one 
life the eutire Kannn of tbo previous life is worked 
«iut. Tor a man might have done both good wwk 
.like Mcrifi^es, as a result of which -he is 
bom a* a^ god, and bad work, which ' can 
be workesl out in an animal body; and 
the woiking out of both kinds of Karma »imultane> 
ously in one birth is impnasiblo. So though by the 
enjoyment of heaven the result of good work like 
sacrifices etc. is exhausted, there are other Kann as 
.in store according to which a man is bom again in 
giKxl or bad environments. The Sruti says, 
"Tho-ie whose conduct bos been good will quickly 
attain some good birth” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 7). The 
Smriti also says, ‘‘With the remainder of their 
Karma they am bom in a noteworthy plac.e, caste, 
and family, with becoming appearance, longevity, 
knowledge, wealth, hoppineM, and intellect.” So 
-fhe sotd is bom with residual Karma. By what 
way does it descend? Follewing the same way that 
iit went by, but wifh some difference. That they 
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follow the «uue wh; m thry wont by, u ondor* 
stood thu mention of nnoke and ether in the 
path, (Vide Cbh. 5. 10. 5), and that there i« aome 
differenco too U kno«-n from the fact that the text 
(onita ni{^t eto. (Vide Chh. 5. 10. 9),'. bnt^aist 
etc. ore mentioned (Vide Cbh. 5. 10. 6). ') 

^rf^. II ^ 11 

On aooonnt of oondnet if it be said 
n >t ao dWtlWf to denote indiri^y ^ thua 
9l*vffh&: (tho sage) KArshn&iiai (tbioke). 

9. If it be said that on account of 
conduct (the assumption of residual Kama 
is not necessary for a re-birth on earth), (^e 
say) not so, (for the word 'conduct’ is usm) 
to denote inairectly (the remaining Rarma). 
So (thinks) K&rshn&jini. 

In the text cited (Chh. b. 10. 7) the Sruti says 
those of ‘good conduct’ get a good birth. Xow 
conduct » one thing, and residual Karma quite 
another thing, even according to the Srati (Vide 
Brih. 4. 4. 6). Since the Scuti does, noi mention 
reaidual Karma, the soul ii not bom with any 
Karma, oonduct alone being tbe cause of good 
birth. This ie the main objaclion. This the Sntra 
refutes and says that ‘conduct* here ik used Jo 
denote' good Karma. It is a case of Ajahat 
lAkshani, conduct standing for karma which is 
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d«pm(l*nt on good condnct. Thi* i» Uie tjow of 
th« nge K&nhnijini. 

II u 

Irreljnnocx fftf if i* t>© mid *r not no 
d ^ ^W Won iicoouDt vf dependence on th«t. 

10. If it be said (by such interpreta¬ 
tion of the word ‘conduct* good conduct 
would become) purposelees, (we say) not so, 
on account of (Karma) being dependent on 
that (good conduct). 

An objection ii raiacd tlint if the word ‘con¬ 
duct' be interpreted indirectly to moan 'reeidnal 
Eamn’, leaving ita direct meaning, then good oon- 
dnet would be purpoeelem in man’s life, hh it baa 
no reenlt of its own. not being a cause of the quali¬ 
ty of the new birth. The Sutra denies this on the 
ground that only those who are of good conduct 
ore expected to perfonn Vedic sacrifloee. “Him 
who is devoid of good conduct the Vedas do not 
purify." Thus go^ conduct is an aid to Karma 
and therefore has a purpose. So it ie the view of 
Kirshnijini that it ie Karma and not c.onduct 
that is ^e cause of the new birth. 

g H n II 

aod evil work merely ffe thus 
S but OAdari. 

11. But (conduct) is merely good and 
evil work: thus (the sage) Bftdari (thinks). 







3.M2J 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


307 


Tbit Satra saja that M * matter of fact tbero 
ia no differ«a(je between condnet and Knrmn in 
oonunon parlance, for people any of a person who 
performs saeriflcea etc. “That man practises right- 
eoosnen,'* showing thereby that 'conduct' is used 
in the general sense of action. Thus ‘men of good 
conduct* meuns those whose actinu (Sanaa) are 
praiseworthy. 

Therefore it is settled that those who go to 
licnveu performing sacrifices have residual Eariuo 
ns the eauae nf a new birth on earth. 

Topic 3: The faU after death of iho$e tauls vhe$c 
ootione de net entitie then to go to the lunar ioortd. 

^ II II 

Of those who do not perform savri- 
fiocs etc. oven ^ also Is declared by the 
Sroti 

12. Th« Srati declares (the going to 
the lunar world etc.) also of even tnose who 
do not perform sacrifices etc. 

Now the question of those who do not per* 
form sacrifices etc. is taken up for disenssion. The 
^ opponent holds that even they go to heaven, though 
they may not enjoy there like the performers of 
sacrifice* etc., because they too require the fifth 
^ oblation for a new birth, and also because the 
scriptures directly say that all go to heaven: “All 
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wiio depart fmn tiiis world go to the moon" (Kan. 

i.2). 

^'5TT?i, It n H 

In (hr aVde rf Yania 3 but having 

expcripiwrd others (than tbo p^oraera of 

sKcritWo etc.) the ascent and descent 

^QifP^such a pa^aage being declared by the 

Smti. 

13. But of others (a.«. those who have 
not performed sacrifices etc.) the ascent is 
to the abode of Yama, and after having 
experienced (the result of their evil works) 
the descent (to the earth again takes place). 
On account of such a passage (for the evil¬ 
doer) being declared by the Srnti. 

Thia Sutra refutes the view of the laai Sutra 
-nnd says that evihdoers go cot to heaven, but to 
the world of Tama, where they suffer and then 
descend ngnin to earth. "The hereafter never 
rises before on igi^orant person . . . thus he falls 
again and again under my sway" (Hath. 1. 2. 6). 
The aareut to the numn U only for the enjoyment 
■of the fruits of good works and not for any other 
purpoM; M the evU-doera do not go there. 

^ II X'i II 
'fbo Smrifis declare ^ also. 
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*(.. 14. Tl)e dmritiA also <teclare (thus). 

Mnnu nnfl miy llint (hr rrililiim tit 

Itell nnri niiffer tliciv. 


; ^ «a H ?Mi 

MoTisuvpr BH anwii. 

I 15. Moreover there are seven (hells). 

I'bcrp nn> seven hells invutioued in the Purs* 
-iins, to tvliich the cvil^doen nre (tut to expiate 
iJieir sifiK tliniuffb suiferiujr. 


?raTft ^ tl II 

5? TUoro >tf^ oven ^ and tWWfWWl on nit'nniit of 
h'w isMitrol etfiCl't: thoro in no n>nlr»ili«’tiO)i. 


10; Ami on account of his (Yama's) 
tn)ntrol even there (in those hells), there is 
no i^utradiction. 


All objertiou ix i-tiuitfil thuf (tiixi- uminluiK to 
the Sruli the vvil-thirrH suffer ul the hnndx of Ynuin 
4ioir is this possiblu in the hrll BaumTa, 

M'hotv ('hilru^rapia is the inwidJiiip deity? The 
Sutrw ttiiya that thvrti is no ctnitradicUeo, os 
•t'hitnifrupta >> dirnded by Tama. 

5 M ?'* II 

AVAM’Tit of knowldhtc and work ^ Unis 9 hut 
'SlfSnRI on acvoimt Ilf thHr bciiift the •aibjci't under 
diarnasion. 

17. But (the reference is to the two 
i*oadB) of knowledge and work; dius (wc 
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have to irnderatandl on account of their 
being the subject under discussion. 

“Now thfiM* wlio |ft> ulnna Deithri' nf UiMc 
\rajt become tbone tiuy, cnntinually rotating 
craatares of wbirb it may be said, ‘Be bom and 
die.’ This ia the third plaoe. That ia why that 
world (henven) novar bacoincs fnU” (Chh. 6. 10. 8> 
The two ways mentioned in this text wc have to 
taW as referring to those of Icnowledge and work, 
on u<T«iuQt of these being the frabject under dia- 
cassiim. Kiionrlwlge an<1 work are the means tii 
go nlong the Bevnyina, nnd Pitriyfino routee. For 
those who are not entitled to go through knowledge 
along the Do'nyftna, the route leadiug to the gods, 
or through racrifices etc. to the Pitriyhna, the route 
leading to the fathers, the Kruti declares n third 
place, distinct from the Brahmaloka and the ChaS' 
droloka. Thnt the eTil>4toer«, who foivn n sepamte 
group, go to tliis thinl place, and not to heaven, 
is made all the more explicit by the words, “That 
is why that world (heaven) never beconiM full” 
fChh. 5. 10. 8). The word ‘but’ refutes a immi- 
blc doubt nrisiug from a text Itelonging to another 
Sikhh; vide Knu. 1.2. ^ the Knuahitaki text 
which uya that all go to the sphere of the moon, 
meana all those who have jierformed gao<l Kurma of 
whntever kind, and does not include evil-«loers. 

B II II 

^ Not (JlW in the tliiivl sim so i( boitig seen. 
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18. (The apeciik'ation about five 
oblations does) not (apply) to the third 
(place), for so it is seen (from the scrip¬ 
tures). 

It hat Iwen said i» (.'lih. 3. 3. 3, which is quot- 
vil in the first Sutra of this sM-tiuii, that the Jivi\ 
nttoine a ucw birth after fire oblatiMU. So at 
Imst for ipettiiiif n uew body the evil-doer will have 
ft) [fo to the moon, to (‘t>mplete the five oblatiou* 
that muse the uew birth. I'hia Sutrn soys that the 
rule about the five oblations does not apply in tho 
■-ose of evil-doera, fur they ore bom irTeepertive of 
the ublationi, bn-nuse the .Sruti mys, ** ‘Be bors 
nnd die.’ This is tho third place.” That rule 
aipplies mily to the pi'rfotitiers of sumfioes etc. 

^ ^ II ?«. II 

Arc i-euorded ulso ^ and in tlic 

workl. 

111. Aud moreover (cases of birth 
without the completion of the five obLations) 
are recorded in the world. 

A further ar^intint is ]fi>’eii to show that the 
live oblations are uot ubAuliitely net'fwary for n 
future birth, and hencv the evil-doers need not 
go to heaven just for conf«>rming to this mle. For 
in msea Uhe thot of Drouu, who had no mother, 
and of Bhruhtadyumnn, who had neither father nor 
mother, the Inst two oblntious reepoctively wero 
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■nlMent. Uvnre tin rule nboat tlic five oblntiom i» 
not tutmrsnl, but uppUea only to.thoM wbn per- 
■fohn eacrificRi: 

II II 

?W»lOn •ccnimt of obaenutioii ^ alec*. 

20. Also on account of observation. 

Tint thu mlo about the five oblations is not 
universftl is also seen from the fact that of the four 
kinds of life, viviparoua. oviparous, life sprin^ng^ 
from moistnn, ond plant life, the lost two are bom 
mthout any tuntiu^ and consequently there is not 
the fifth oblation iu their caso. 

II II 

IncluHioit in (ho third (mn 
of that which epriaas from moisture. 

21. The third term (t.a. plant lifo> 
includes that which springs from moisture- 

Then- are four kinds of otgnuic beings as des¬ 
cribed in tbe last Sutra. Bui the Chh&ndogya 
ITpeiushad 0. If. 1 inontious ouly three kinds. This 
Sutra says that it tiiokes no differenre for that 
which springs from moisture is included in plant 
life (IMbliid). nnce they both geminate, one from 
the enrtb nnd the other from water etc. 

Hence it is a settled fact that the evil-doers 
do not go to heaven but only thooe who perform 
sacrifices. 
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Tojfic 4: Th« »oiil <» desomt from tho moon doet 
not borome idontifiod witA tthor etc. bvt attaint 
tiviilarity of M(vr«. 

?rwPTi®*iT*rfw:, iI ii 

AttainmeDt of a umibrity of 
uaturo with than boiog reosonablo. 

22. (The soul when descending from 
Chandruoka) attains similarity of nature 
with them (t.s. with ether, air, etc.), (that 
alone) being reasonable. 

It has beeu Koid tbut tlia righiauua who dea- 
i-eud ftom th* tuooa deavetid by the *(1010 path as 
they aitceniled by, but with aorne differnicea. "They 
irturn again that way us (hey eame by, to the 
ether, from the ether to the uir; tlte sacrificer har- 
iug become air, bocuinru amoke,” etc. (Chh. &. 10. 
o). ' Now the (lueetioii ia whether the eoula of 
Attch persouA actually attain identity with ether, 
smoke, etc., or only attain a eimilar natnn. The 
Sutra says that the toula do not attain identity widr 
them, for it ie impoeaible. A thing cannot become 
another of a different nature. What the test 
means, therefore, is that it attains similarity of 
iiature^bocMQes like ether, air, etc. The sool 
ftMumee a subtle form like ether, cones under the 
influence of air and is connected with sme^e, etc. 
Therefore similarity of nature and not identity i» 
meant. 
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Topic i; Th» antirf! tUiCOnt of the soul takes 
finl]/ a short tivM. 

II 

>1 Not in very long time WWl on 

KccJiint of tho spscial decbr«tino. 

23. (The soul's descent from the moon 
through the various st^es up to the earth 
takes) not very long time, on account of a 
special declaration (of the Srutis with 
respect to the stages after that as taking 
time^ 

llic qntiiUiuu is mtHKl whether U)e (leuandinjr 
Honl, when it attaliu aimilarify of nature -with 
ether, air, rio., remains in thooe stages pretty 
lung, nr Attains the next stages quickly one after 
nnoiher. Tlii* Sutra says that it passas through 
them 'quirkly. “Then be is bom os rice and com, 
herbs ami trees, sesomum and bsans. Fran 
thencs the esi*ape is beset with many more diS- 
cultiss'’ (Chh. &. 10. 6). Thus the stages after 
coming down on rorth through ruin the Sruti 
particularly characterises us hard to escape from, 
thereby hinting that the escape from the earlier 
stages is easy and attained quickly. 

Topic G: IFhen tho souls entor into plants ote, 
thop onfp r/et ronnectod vith them <iiuf do not 
participato m thoir Hfo. 

rV II 

Into what is ruled by another 
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S8 in ttw prsTions cns^t MfitnraPl. fur mn the Sniti 
»Ute«- 

24- (The (lesceiidiug soul enters) iuto 
^hst is ruled by unother (Jiva or soul) as 
in the previous i-asea (m. becoming ether 
«tc.); for so the Sruti statee. 

A view te put forward that the «nzr» poaeo^ 
ibrougb the stnges of corn etc. is not a mere con* 
nectioo with them, us in the earlier stages with 
ether etc., hut that it is uetuolly bom in the fomt 
of corn etc. For the Smti aaye. "Then he is borti 
ns rice" etc. (Chh. u. lU. U). It ulsu svenis 
leuBunuhle that tlicae who fall from lienven ufter 
having exhaueterl their giwtl deeiU should ho 
Itum ns herbs, iilniita, etc., owing to their hud 
Kumu stich UH the killing of animals th»t 
remains. So the wnnl 'bom' ia to be tukcn 
litomlly. The Sutra refutnt this view and says 
that the word 'bom' implies mere coitnection with 
«om, berbe, etc., which ure imininted hy other 
souls nctnally bom lu sucli. For in these stages 
there is no roferonce to their Karma, erm as in 
the earlier stages of ether etc. They enter these 
plants etc. independently of their Karma, mid 
while there, they do not experience the fruits at 
nil. Where birth in the primary sense takes 
plsce and experience of the fmite of action begins, 
it is made clear by n reference to Karma, as in, 
"Those whose conduct has been good will quickly 
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die 


attoiu a gooJ Uirtli" (CbU. 0. 10. 7). 'fbawfor® 
0i« d««f«idiiijf Bou]« ouly d’lwll, n» it were, in 
plants etc. animated by other sonls till they 
the oppoitnnity for a new birth. 

^ 1 % II II 

♦tSPPH’iiholy ^^if it be said ^ not so 
onacooniit ofecriptuml authority. 

25. If it be said (that sacrifices, which 
entail tlie killing of animals etc.) are unholy, 
(we say) not so, on account of scriptural 
authority. 

This Sutra refutM the point raised by the 
opponent in the previous Sutra that the descend¬ 
ing soul is enveloped by its had Karma such as. 
the killing of animals in sacrifleos and so is bom 
as herbs etc. The killing of animals etc. in 
sacrifices does not entail ony had Karma for the- 
person, for it is sonctionwl by the scriptures. 

^fr: ftwtntsti ii \i 

^ ^€-^7nT Connection with one wlio iwrforins 
tlie act of generation sn titeii. 

26. Then (the soul gets) connected 
with him who performs the act of genera¬ 
tion. 

*'For whoever eats food and performs the act 
of generation, (the sonl) becomes one with him'* 
(Chh. 5. 10. 6). Here the soul’e becoming- 



8.1.27] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


8ir 

literallj idenUcftl with Uio iximon is iiopoMibls^ 
and ve have to nnderatund that it gets connected 
sritk him. This farther preros that the sool’s- 
becaminjr plants etc. in the immediately preced¬ 
ing stages is also mere ronnrction vith them and 
not actnnl birth as each. 

)| 

From the womb tlOiH, body. 

27. From the womb a (new) body^ 
(reeulta). 

Finally the actual birth of the soul is referred 
to in this Sutra. Till now it was only a connec¬ 
tion with the suocesstTe stages, but now through 
its roDuectioii witli n person perfonniug the act of 
generation thu soul enters the woman and there 
gets a new body fit for rxperienring the rssulta ot 
its past residual Karma. 


CHAFfElt III 


SfCTIOX u 

]u tlie last section tke passage of Uie soul to 
<«\iffeRat <(rliere8 anil its retxmi hare been 
•explained. There are people who got disgosted 
with Eanna nr sacrifices leading to such n fate of 
-the soul and become dispossionato. In order to 
make them gi'usp the tme import of the Mahfi* 
'rikyae or the great Vedio dicta, this section sets 
itself to elucidate the true nature of 'That' and 
'thou* i-oiitained in the Mahfivfikya, "That thou 
art.” In the last section the wnking state of the 
sonl tthe ‘thou') has been fully described. How 
its dream state is taken up for discussion, to show 
that the soul is self-luminous. In this way the 
three states of the soul, ris. waking, dream, and 
-deep sleep, will be shnwu to be merely illusory, 
-and thus the ninsequent identity of the Jiea and 
Brahman will be established. 

Topic ].• Tho tout in the droatn rtots. 

fic II m 

In the intermediate stage (between waking 
:and deep sleep. s.s. iu the dream state.) ofe (there 
is roil) creation (Sroti) mys so ^ becauas. 
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1. In the intermediate stage (between 
waking and deep sleep, there is a real) crea¬ 
tion, because (the Sriiti) says so. 

The question is roiiWN] irhetbrr the creation 
which one experiences in the dream state is n<i 
real as this world o! ours, or merelj Miji. false, 
os compared with this waking world. This ftutn, 
which gir» the riew of the opponent, holds that 
it is jest as real, tor tlie Sruti declares. “There- 
are no chariots, nor horses to be yoksd to them, 
nor roads there, but he himself creates the- 
chariote, hones, and roads. For he is the agent'' 
(Brih. 4. 3. 10). Moreover, we do not find any 
difference between the experience of the waking 
state ond that of the dream state. A ineal token 
in dream has the effect of giving saiisfnclion even 
ns in the waking state. Therefore the ereetlon of 
the dreoni state U re<il and spriugs from the T<or'V 
Himself, even us He creates ether etc. > 

n ^ ti 

hnnitt Creator ^ and some (the followers of 
particnlar 84khAa of the Vedas) gtiigg: goiis etc. W 
and. 

% And ftome (S&kh&R or receusions) 
fatatg the Self or the Supreme Lord to he) 
the creator (of objects of desires while we 
are asleep) and (objects of desires there- 
stand for) sons etc. 
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A farther nruumeut u given by the oppoueut 
that the vreatiuB oven in dronuui ia by the Lord 
Himnelf. “Ho who is awuke in tu shaping objevis 
-of (leeire while we ore aaleep . . . that ie 
nrubman” (Katb. 2. 5. ft). Sons etc. nr^ the 
objeots of desire that He creates. So, pa ig th^ 
case of the wabiig? state, even in dreams the lx>r4 
Hiniself rreates, and hence the world of dreams is 
aUn real. Therefore the dream world is not false 
but real like this Vyivobtrika (phenomenal) 
world of nnrs. 

5, II ^ II 

gWIHni >f»'ra illntion 9 but tvf<j 

on accoHiit of its nature not being 

’ manifest. 

3. But (the dream world is) mere illu* 
aion. on account of its nature not being 
manifest with the totality (of attributes of 
the waking state). 

'Hut' discards the view expressed by the two 
previous Sntras. The nature of the dream world 
d6ee not agree'm tolo with that of the wohing 
world with respect to time, place, cause, and non- 
i*nntrttdic(ioQ, and os such that world is not real 
jiles the wakittg world. There can be no appro- 
nriote time, place or cause in the dream state. 
Tnside the Ixvly, there is not enough spate for 
objects like chariots, horses, etc., and in a dream 
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tUe wul iloea nnt Icnivv (bu Itody^ tuv if it did, tbf& 
one vhn dmiiiii «f luuiitu: )(on« to Aiiierb-H would 
liud hiiUBelt tbvio on waking wliilu U« went to 
«loe]i in ludin. Nor U the ruidniKht proiter time 
fur iiu ecliiMe of the xun in n dreso). uor «-«n 
w-e rniii-eire u i-hild'ii gettiiyc rbildreu in a dream 
to W iral. Murvurer, eren iu dreuma we tee 
objecta !«cen l>einK truiufurmwl. lu for example, 
when we see u tree turn into a mountain. "He 
liiiiiaelf creates the ebariots etc." (Bnh. 4. 3. 10), 
otily inruns that objectii which hare no reality 
appear to exist in dreauis just as silver duee in n 
molhrr-of.peurl. Thu iirgonient that the dream 
world is real bwatue it U also a creation of the 
Miipmiie TAird, like this wnkinfr world, is not trne, 
for the dream xrurld is uut the rreation of the Lord 
but of the indieidunl sunl. "^\'hen he dreams 
. . . hiuuelt pots the body aside tmd hiniKeU 
rreates (u dream body in its place)" (Brih. 4. 3. 
9). This text clearly proves that it is the Jixw 
(hat creates in dreams and not tbe Tiord. 

^ ^ fffe: II 1# II 

9*1*^ Omen ^ but f|[ for from the Srnti 
say ^ Also experts iu dreniii-readiug. 

4. But (though the dream-world b an 
illuaiem) ^t it serves as an omen, for (so we 
find) in the Sruti, (and) expert dream-readers 
also say (thus). 

T^st it be thought that beruuse the dream* 
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worlil in nn illiuion. even (Iiv rMolt* indicated bj 
(Imuon me to b« so regunltd, tbU Sutra sajrs tknt 
time drvnifln ure .rrt cnpnble of forecaatuig erentn 
nr good and Imd fortune. Tbe thing indicated bjr 
thvtne drmiitH in real, tliongh the dieamn themseWen 
tire uurvQl, rToii iin the appeartiUAe of sUrer in a 
Tnother'of'iienr), though falnc, produces joy in un. 
whirh is real. The Kruti nine soys so: *‘lt in 
thin dmiiii he n«e« a rromon, let hiin know thin t<> 
he a sign that liin nacrifit-c hnn surreeded” (Chh. 
S. 2. 8). 

II ^ II 

By iiKditotion on the Suimnu- Lord 
3 but{ntl%ni{.that whirh is 4'o\vred (by ignorance) 
fltP from Hint (the T^ord^ % for of tlir nonl 
bondngu end Us opponitr. froedom. 

6. But by meditatiou on the Supreme 
7.<ord, that winch is covered (by ignorance, 
tiz.. the similarity of the Lord and soul, 
becomes manifest); for frtmi Him (the 
Lord) are its (the sours) bondage and 
freedom. 

It has been shown that the dream-world L<r 
false. But on objection is raised against it. Tbe 
indiTidaal soul it but a part of the Supremo Soul 
and therefore shares Its power of knowledge and 
ntimhip even as a spark and fire have alike the 
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pover of barntng. As sack it most also be able 
to create at will like the Lord. Tbis Sutra refutee 
it and eays. that that rulerthip is corered by 
igitorance in the Jiva state and gets toanifeeted 
o&ly when in the state of meditation on the Ijord 
this ignorance is deetroyed by the knowledge ‘I 
am Brahman.* "When that god is known alt 
fetten fall off. . . . From meditating rat him 
there arises, on the dissolution of the body, the 
third state, that of uniTersal Lordship*' (Svet. 
1. 11). Till then the Jiea cannot create at will 
anything real.' lloreorer, this does not cone to 
man spontaneously, since the bondege and free- 
dom of the indiTiduol sonl come from tba Lord. 
That is to say, ignomune of His true nature 
<-ausee bondage, and the knowledge of it results in 
freedom. 

(( ^ M 

From its connection with tbs body ft and 
9t that (tbe covering of Hs rulscabip) flff oloo. 

6. And that (the ooverin^ of the sool's 
rulership) also (reeolta) frcnn its ccmnection 
with the body. 

A canse tor this rovsring np of the soul's 
rulership U given; and that is its connection with 
the body etc. Because of these limiting adjuncts, 
the resnlt of nescience, its knowledge and ruler* 
ship remain hidden, and this lasts so long os it 
errousously thinks itself as the body etc. Hence 
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ihoti^b the eoal i$ not ditferent from the Lord, it* 
jjnwem remain hidden. 

Topic 2: The $ovl tn dreomfei* tUop. 

ir<nr the state of deep sleep or Sushapti i* 
taken up for disoussiou. 

snitij, anwfsi ^ ii ** u 

tra:»WW« Absence of that (drcsxnina), in other 
words Snshnpti sndlS in the nerves ^ and in 

the Soli a* it I* known from the SrntL 

7, The absence of that (dreaming, i.e. 
dreamless sle^ talces place) in the nerves 
and in the as it is known from the 

Sruti. 

In diflerent texts Sushupii (deep sleep) is said 
to take place under different conditione. “And 
when a man is asleep ... so that hs sees no 
dreams, then he has entered into those nervee 
XNidis)’’ (Chh. 3. 6. 8); “Through them he moves 
forth and reets in the perirardium, t.e. in the 
region of the heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 19); “When 
thU being full of coneciousnese i* asleep . . . lie* 
in the ether ».s. the real Self which U is the 
heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 17). Now the question arises 
whether Snshnpti takes place in any one of tbeee 
places, «.e. whether these are to be taken as alter¬ 
natives, or whether they are to be taken os' stand¬ 
ing in mutual relation so ns to refer to one place 
only. The opponent holds that as all the words 
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Atnndin^ tor Ut« ploMa «nuia*rat»(l ans ia tH« 
«ditn« c&u> me. the loeaUve cnee, m the texts, they 
•re ro-ori)inato and Uioretore oltemativee. If 
mntaal relation was meant, then (Uffereni ease- 
ending would be need by the Srnti. This Sutra 
MjB that they are to Im tahen as standinft in 
mutual relation denoting &e eaino place. 

There is no altematiTe here, for by allowing 
option between two Vodic statements we leeeen 
the authority of the Veda, since the adoption of 
either altematiee snblatae for the time being the 
authority of the other alternative. Ifcveorer, the 
tame cose is used where things serre different 
purposes and have to be combined, as, for 
example, when we eny, "He sleei>s in the iialace. 
he sleeps on a couch," where we have to <timhin<* 
the two locotives into one os "He sleeps on a 
conch in the palace.^' Himilarly here the differ¬ 
ent texts have to be combined, meaning that the 
«oul goes throngh the nerves to the region of the 
heort and there rests in Brahman. 

It may be questioned why, then, in deep 
sleep we do not experience the relation of sup¬ 
porter and that which is suppoiieil with reepeot to 
Brahman and the Jiva. It is because the 
individual soul covered with ignorance is lost in 
Brahman even ae a pot of water in a lake and so 
bos no separate existence, ‘^e becomes united 
with the True, he is gone to his own <Self)'’ 
/Chh. 6. 8. 1). Horeover, in the following text 
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tKe tlkm* pU<te« are mentioDed "In 

theer the penoii is when alwipiog Ue •««* uo- 
dreauii^. Then he het-mnea oac with the Prion 
(Brahman) alone" (£au. 4. 30). Hence BrnhRinik 
is the sual’s plai-r ol itMl in deep sleep. 

aw: JWt^TswPT. II c li - 

Hence 9^^: awakening erwi^froui tbit. 

8. Hence the nwakening from this («.e. 
I^nhmao). 

"In the liAine manner, my son, nil these- 
crentarea, when they have come bock from the 
True, know not that they have come bock fronr 
the Tme" (Clih. 6. 10. 2). In this text the Smti 
atates that when the Jiva returns after deep sleep- 
to the waking state, it returns from the True or 
Brahtiiiio, thereby showing that in Snshopti Jtva 
is merged in Brahman and not in the nerves Hitt 
etc. But as it is covered by ignorance it does not 
rrolixe its ideutity with Brahman in SnshuptL. 

Tttpir •“}: Thr nalftame sonf rr/wms fmvt 
Svthupti. 

H tw g, ii % ii 

The sfifuue soul ij but 
OB aeooant of Ksnna. lueinory. scriptaral ‘ 
aiithority» and ^eoept. 

9. But the aelfwime soul (rtturns front 
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firahmaji after Sushupti) on account of 
work, memory, atsriptural autlwrity, and 
precept. 

A qnestiou ia raiud here that juat as vheo a 
of water has raerftad in the ocean it is diffi- 
catt to pick it out again, so also when the Jira 
has merged in Brahman it is difficult to say that 
'^e selfsame Jira arises &om It after Snshupti. 
^ we hare to take that some son) arises after 
ftushapti from Brahman. There can he no rale 
that the some son! arises from It. The Sutra 
refotes this and says that the selfsame soul comm 
back after Siuhnpti for the following reasons: 
fl) What has been partly done by a person before 
going to sleep, wo find him finishing after he 
wakes up. If it were not the same soul, then the 
latter would have un interest in finishing what has 
been p:\rtly deme by another. <2) From our 
axperience of identity of personality before and 
After sleep. t3) From our memory of post events. 
(4) From aortptural authori^ os in texts like, 
"WhateTer these creatures are here, whether a 
tiger, or a lion, or a wolf, or a boor . . . that they 
become ngaiu (Chh. 6. 9. 3), we find that the 
selfsame soul returns from Brahman after 
Bushupti. (fi) If the perwn who goee to sleep and 
he who rises after it be different, then scriptural 
preeepts either as regards work or knowledge 
would be meauingleee. For if a perran can attain 
identity for-ever with Brahman by merely going 
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to sleep, tUen scnptural instruciion would bo 
useless to sttuin Liberation. 

Therefore it is tlie selfsume soul Uiat risee from 
Braliinan After SusbupU. The oiute of the drop of 
water is not quite analog:ous, for n drop of water 
inevfrce iu the otrcun vitUout any adjuncts and so- 
is lout for ever; but tho -liTn merges iu Brahman 
with its adjunvts. So the ideuiical Jira rises 
Again from Brahman owing to its Karma and 
ignorance, which do not allow it to bo lost in 
Biahniati irrevocably. 

Topic 4: Tit* naUire of a »v>oon. 

II II 

^ In a swoon partial attainment of tbo 

state of de^) sleep qRlhnn. aa the onl)- alternative 
left. 

10. In a swoon (there ia the) partial 
nttaiiimont of the state of deep sleep, as- 
that is tile only alternative left. 

The question of swoon is taken np for discus*- 
siou. Then- ore only tlirea states of a soul while 
living in the body—waking, dream, and deep 
stoop. Its fourth state is death. The condition of 
Kwonu cannot come in os a fifth state, as no such 
slate is known. So what is itP Is it a separate 
state of Uie soul, or is it but one of these ateteef 
It cannot be waking or dream, for there is no con<- 
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scioumea or «xpeH«nr« of anything. It u uot 
deep sleep, for tbet gives heppinees. whiclx svooiw 
does Dot. Nor is it deoth, for the eoul retvnu to 
life. $o tlw only eltemativs left is that in » 
swoon the sonl partially attains the state of deep- 
sleep, inasmuch as there is no conscioasnaas in 
that state and it returns to !i(s, and partially that 
of death, as is seen from the soul’s ezpetienoe of 
misery and pain in that state resulting in dlf' 
torted face and limbs. It is a separate state, 
though it happens occasionally, and the reason 
why it is not considered a hfth state is because it 
is a mixture of ths other two states. 

Topic 6: Tlic nature of the Supreme Brahman. ^ 

The preceding four topics deal with the 
nature of ‘thou’ or the apparent self. By proving 
that the creation in dreams is false, it Km been 
shown that though the Jiva appears apparently 
to enjoy happiness and missry, yot in reality it is- 
unattached. By its mergence in Brahman in 
deep sleep that detachment has been firmly sstab* 
liahed. By saying that the eelfsame Jiva returaa 
from sleep the doubt as to its non-permanency has 
been refuted. By a reference to ewoou it ha» 
been explained that though all ezpreesions of life 
ate extinct in that state still the Jiva is there, 
and hence one ran be sure that even after death 
the soul oontinuea to exist. Thus it has been 
shown thst the sonl is self-luminous, of th*^ 
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Bftiurt of coaocioiunen, haring ploaanre in itself 
only, and bepond the Toriona etatae. HaTiog 
doecribed the nature of ‘thou’, the nature of 
‘That’ is taheu up for diecussion in the aocceeding 
Sutras. 

^ W R d^sfi II u II 

R Not from (difference of) place •#! even 
9^ of liiahman Wflfis*' twofold characteristie f| 
becatue throughout (the scriptnres teach other* 
wise). 

11. Even from (difference of) place a 
twofold characteristic cannot (m predi- 
'’**cated) of Brahman, because throughout (the 
scriptures teach It to be otherwise, i.e. 
without any qualities). 

In the scripturee we find two kinds of 
description about Brahman. Some texts deecribe 
It OS qualified and some ae unqualified. “From 
whom all actiTitieM, oU deaires, all odours, and all 
tastes proceed” (Cldi. 3. 14. 2) speak of attributes; 
again “It is neither gross nor minute, neither 
short not long, neither i-edneas nor moisture” etc. 
'fBrih. 3. 8. 8). Are we to take that both are true 
of Brahman according as It is or is not connected 
with adjuncts, or have we to take only one of 
them as brue and the other as false, and if to, 
which, and on what grounds P The Sntra says i 
that both cannot be pi'edieated of one and the '1 
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Mine Hrulimtiu, fur it u ngaiont «xperieuce. One 
■and tlift Kam« thmg cannot have two contradiotory 
uatureA at tlio iu\in« titne. Nor does the mern 
uonnectinn of n thing with another change its 
UAtnre, even (u the rednem of a flower reflected 
in a crystal does not change the nature of the 
crystal, which is colourlees. The imputation of 
redness is due to ignorance and not real. Neither 
can a thing change its real nature: it means des* 
tmctioit. Even so in the case of Brahman, Its 
connection with adjuncts like earth etc. is a 
product of neecienco. Hence between the two 
■ospeets of Brahman we hove to accept that which 
is attributeless as Its true nature, for throughout 
'the scriptnrra we find Brahman so described to the 
exclusinn.of Its (qualified aspects. “It is without 
sound, without touch, fonu, and decay” etc. 
(Eath. 1. 3. lA). The other description of Brah- 
juun is only for the soke of Fplsanu and is not Its 
renl nature. 

5! %?!., 5T, II II 

4 Not io 00 account of difference (being 
taught in the scipturea) 1% ^if it be said ^ not so 
stA^witb respect to each because uf tbo 

declaration of tbe opposite of that. 

12. If it be said {that it is) not to 
■on account of difference (being taught in 
the scriptures), (we reply) not so, becanse 
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with respect to each (such form) the Sruti 
declares the opposite of that. 

W« find that the acripture dadaraa Brahman 
A« having difiierent forms in diffiereot Vidy&s or 
meditations. In some It is deecribed as having 
four fret, in some as of sixtaen digits (EaUs) or 
again os having for Its body the three vrorlds and 
Iteing called Vaisvfinara, and so on. So we have 
to uudvratond on mriptnral authoritj^ that 
Ttrulimati is also qualified. This Sutra refutes 
it and that ever>' such fom due to Upldhi is 
dsnirt] of Bmhmnn in texts like, *‘The shining, 
immortal being who is in this earth, and the shin¬ 
ing, immortal, corporeal being in the bod; are 
but the Self" (Brih. 2. 3. I). Such texts show 
that .in all TTplidbu like earth etc. the same 
Self is p re se nt, and hence there is onl; non- 
difference, oueueee. It is not true that the Yedae 
incnieatc the connection of Brahmen with various 
forms. With regard to what we take as different, 
the Sruti explains at ever; instance that the form 
is not true, and thst in reelify there is onl; one 
fomilem principle. 

II U II 

V Moreover thus some. 

13. Moreover some (teach) thus. 

Some SAkh&s (recensions) of the Vedas direc- 
]y tench (lint the manifoldneas is not tme, b; 
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pAMing Strictures on tUosc who see difference. 
*‘He goes from destli to death, who lees difference,, 
as it were, in It^' (Eath. 1. 4. 11); also Brih. 4. 
4. 19. 

fC, 11 II 

FormleM ^ oul7 verily ffttlNreVff. oq> 
account of that being the main purport. 

14. Verily Brahman is only formlees- 
on account of that being the main purport 
(of all texts about Brahman). 

Brahman is only formless for all the texts 
that aim at teaching Brahman deecribe It as form¬ 
less. If Brahman be understood to bare a form, 
then texts which describe It as formless woulif 
become porportleM, and such a ccmtingency with 
respect to the scriptures is unimaginable, tor the- 
scripturee throughout have a purport. On the 
other hand, taxi* dealing with qualified Brahman 
seek not to establish It, but rather to enjoin 
mediUtions on Brahman. Therefore Barhmsn ift> 
formleM. 

II \\ II 

]PCngff.Like light ^ and s<^m^ff.not being par- 
portldsi. 

15. And like light (taking form in< 
connection with b^ies having form,. 
Brahman takes form in connection with 
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UpAdhis), because (texts ascribing form to 
Brahman) are not purportless. 

Tf Braluitan u fonnlen, what about tb« {«stn 
'wbicli dctfcribo It as baTtng form? A.r« th*y 
.itap«rfluous? If Braluunn is vitbout fcmu theu all 
■Vpi$aa&$ of the Biabman with form -would b« 
futile, for boa* cnu the wonhip of euch a falee 
Brahman lead to Brahumloka tuad other epherosP 
Thin Sutra exploiiu thot they are not without a 
.purpoue. Juat aa light, which haa no form, 
.appears to be great oi- nuoll according to the 
.aperture through which it eutera a room toid yet 
haa the rirtue of removing the darhueea in the 
i-oom, eren Oo the forinleu Brahmou appeora to 
have a form, oa being limited by adjuncta like 
earth etc.; and the worahip of anch au iUuaory 
Brahman can help one to nttaiu Brahmalofca etc., 
-which are nlao illnaory from the aheolnte afand- 
point. Heuco these testa are not altogether 
purportleta, Thia, hoaavur, doea not contoadiei 
the position alreaily ratabliahed, vta. that Brnh> 
man, though connected with limiting adjuncta, ia 
not dual in character, because the effects of theoe 
cannot cvnatitute attribute# of a substance, and 
moreover these limiting adjuncts ore nil due to 
Nescience. ’ • 

^ (Puraq; it ti 

•m Declares ^ sf»d that «.e. intelligence) 

•bnly. - 
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16. And (ibe 8criT>ture) declares (that 
Brahman is) that (i. 0 . intelligence) only. 

Ncnr wh&t u the nature of that fonaless Bnli* 
manf *‘A£ a lump of snli is without iiktarior or 
exterior, entire, ami purely mlt in toete,-erru 
so ta the Self without interior or exterior, entire, 
and Pure Intellufencc alone” (Brih. 4. 3. 13). It 
ie mere intelligence, self-effnl^rent, homogeneoue, 
and without nttribntm. 

% wft ii n 

9^^ (Scripture) shows V aim arfi thus aifq also- 
(it is) stated by the Siaritis. 

17. (The scripture) also shows (this, 
and) thus also (is it) stated by the SmritiB. 

That Bnilimuii is w'ithout any attributes is 
also proved by the fact that the Bruti teaches 
about It by denyiug all cbaracteriatics to It. 
“Now therefore the tleseriptiou (of Bmhmaa): 
‘Not this, not this.' Because there is no other and 
nv>re appropriate deecriptinn than Um 'Nut 

this’ ” (Brih. 2. 3. 6). If Brahman had form, 

then it would be established by sudi texts, oad 

there would be uo necessity to deny everything and 
imy 'Not this, not this'. So also the Smritis teach 
nf^ut Rrahtsaa; "The Highest-Brahmau trith- 
but either beirinQing or end, which cannot be .said 
either to be' or hot to 'be” (Git4 IS. l2);“U'is- 
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uamuiifent, nnthi&kable, and wtUiout modifiea> 
Hon, thiu i» It spoken of” (GitA 2. 26). 

11 II 

Therofore ^ also oompnriaon ^nsf^WTI 
like tho icmcoa/rf the Kua etc. 

18. Therefore also (with respect to 
Brahman we have) oomparisonB like the 
images of the suo. etc. 

That Brahiuan u formlew u further estab* 
liahed from the simileii need with respect to It. 
■Since this Brahman is mero intelligence, homo* 
f^eous, and formless, nad eTsrrthin^ else is 
denied in It, therefore we find that the eeriptuTes 
.explain the fact of Its having forms by sayinif 
that they ere like reflections in water of the one 
jnm, meaning thereby that these forms are unreal, 
.being dne only to limiting adjuncts. 


^ ii II 


water not being experienced 


.3 hot tl 00 trance siiuilsrity. 

19. But (there is) do similarity (in 
the case of Brahman, any second thing) not 
being experienced like water. 


An objection is raised that the comparison of 
the last Sutra is not correct. Tn the case of the 


sun, which has a form, water, which is different 
and at n distance from it, ratchet its image; hut 
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BrahmfiB ii (dmleas aud all-parradin^f, and there 
can be notbing olae different and at u distance 
from It, to serve as an Upldbi, that can catch Its 
Teflections. So the oompnrison is defective. 

^ II II 

tfl-fIR Partioipatins in the increase and 
d'crcvu on acoonot of its being inside 

account of the simUaritjr in the two 

eas at^^thus. 

20. On account of Brahman being 
inaide (Its adjuncts) (It appears) to parti¬ 
cipate in their increase and decrease. On 
account of this similarity in the two cases 
(mentioned in Sutra 18) it is thus (t.s. the 
comparison is not defective). 

The comparison with the reflection of the sun 
is to be taken not on all fonn but only with 
respect to a particular feature. Just as the reflec¬ 
ted enn is distorted, trembles, or varies in sue as 
the water shakee, expends, or contracts, while thr 
real snn remains unchanged; to also Brahman 
participatss, as it were, in the attributes of the 
TTpIdhis; it grows with them, decreasee with 
them, euffers with them, and so on, but not in 
reelitv. Hence on account of this similarity in 
the two cases the comparison is rtol defective. 
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^lOVPiOD aecoiuit of ncriiitnral instraotioii ^ mU. 

21. And on au^int of scriptural 
instruction. . 

Th« Scripture uUo teoebee that Brnhman 
enters into the bodr and other Umitiug odjunets. 
“He made bodies irith two feet and bodies .with 
four feet. That Supreme BeinK first entered the 
bodiee os a bird, lie on ncconut of his dwelUntc 
iu all bodies is called the Pnmsha'* (Brib. 2. 5. 
18). Thus also the romporisou in Stttm 18 is not 
defectiyc. 

Therefore it is MtablisUed that Brohiiinn is. 
formless, of the nature of inteHigence, and homo' 
R«ne<ms~without sny difference. 

Topic 6: 'Noi this, not (hit' «N JMh. 2, 3. C. 
tUuiot the gro*$ anA *nbt1o forint of Bralman 
fl'initn in Hrih. 2. 3.1. and not Brn/nnan lUtlf. 

ft ^ 

W- li » 

B'hat lias been inontioncd np to this 
denies tidl than t)«t something more 

aa)*! 9 and. 

22. What IiaH been mentioned up to 

this is denied (by the words 'Kot this, not 
this’), end (tlie Sruti) says something more- 
than that (afterwards). ■ < 
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“Brahman haft but two (onna—grou and 
aabt]«. mortal and immortal, limited and un¬ 
limited. Sat (defined) and Tyat (undefined)” 
(Brih. 2. 3. 1). Thua dancribing the hro forme 
of Brahman, the Rmw, couaieting of earth, water, 
and fire, and the eabtle, conaisting of air and 
ether, the Sruti aajrn finally, “Now therefore the 
description (of Brahman): ‘Not this, not this.’ ” 
etc. (Brih. 2. 8. 6). Now the question is t^hether 
the doable denial in ‘Not this, not thia’ negates 
both the world and Brahman, or only one of 
them. Tho opponent holds that both are denied, 
and consequently Brahman, which is false, cannot 
be the Aubstmtum (or a world, which is also false. 
In other words, it leads na to SunyaT&da, the 
theory of Void. It one only is denied it is proper 
that Brahman is denied, for It is not seen and 
therefore Its existence is doubtful, and not the 
world, since we experience it. The Sutra refutaa 
this view and says that what has been described 
till now, ins. the two forms of Brahman, gross 
and subtle, is denied by the words 'Not this, not 
this,' the double mention of these words of denial 
applying to the two forms of Brahman. The word 
‘Iti’ refers to what has been mentioned imme¬ 
diately before, i.e. the two formt of Brahman, the 
subject-matter of the discuesion, aud therefore 
cannot refer to Brahman Itself, which is not the 
mein topic of the preceding texts. Uoreorer, after 
denying the world the Sruti says something 
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more than that about Brehmnu, vii. 'The 
Truth o< truth' meaning thereby that Brahmiui 
alone ia the one reality that esista and i« 
the Kuhetmtuni of Uie world, which ia 
illttimry. Xw ia it reuaouuhle . to auppooe 
that the Sruti, profeoaing to teach,about Brahman 
will deny it. It in the Tmtli of truth, ».«. the 
reali^ behind 'Sat', or earth, water, and fire, 
and ‘iVat’ or air nud vther, the definite and 
indefinite farms in uatnre. There 'ia no contradic¬ 
tion to perception in thU denial of the world, for 
it denies only the tranncendento) reality nf the 
world and not its VyavabArikn or phenomenal 
reality, which remains intact. The objection, via. 
that Brahman ia not exporienced, and therefore it 
is Brahman that ia denied, is haselesa; for the 
object of the Sruti is to teach about something 
which is not ordinarily e.Tpenenced by us; othsr- 
wiae its teaidiing wotild be redundant. 

, arrer ft; 11 ii 

tni.That (Brahman) JHMrMi. is not manifrHt (so 
tbs scriptni'e) says % for. 

28- That (Brahmau) is not manifest, 
for (so the scripture) says. 

If Brahman exiats. then why is It not par- 
ceieodf The Sruti says that Brahman is 
nnaianifsst on account of our being covered with 
ignorance. Therefore It ia not perceived by us*., 
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“Ha it ntft u)>)>rttiieutl«Hl by th« cyn, nor by tho 
other iwBK-s, nor by pviinuce*' eti*. (Mn, 4. i. 8). 

arf^ ^ ii \\i u 

f .bud innronver in perfect mcditetinu 
is oxpjrionoid) from tho Sniti 

and 8mriti. 

24. And moreover (Braliman is ex¬ 
perienced) in perfect meditation, (as we 
know) from the Sruti and Smriti. 

If Brahman ia not mauifut to us, thru w« con 
n«T«r know It, and thervfnro there will be no 
Freedom. Tins Hutm saya that Brubnmii is sot 
known only to those wbuM lieart is not imrified, 
but tlinse who are purified reoliM It in the Mate 
Snni&dhi when ifriiorniM'r is dmtrnyed. That 
this is so ia known from the Sruti: “Some wise 
man, liowerei', with his eyes turned inside and 
vishinfr for iwinortulity now the Self within” 
/Kath. 3. 4. 1); also Mu. 4. 1. 8. The Smriti also 
soya the same thinfft “He who ia seen us Light 
by tbe Yofritui meiliinting on Him sleepleealy, with 
euspeuded breath, foiitente*! minds, and subdued 
aenses” etc. 

SI«T5nff 

■ n ii 

iKKnSn7t.I.rfke ItKht ute. M and (thctfe ia) 

no differenoe SCfB: Hrahman M also in work 
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on kfioount of repeated meution Uo tha 

Sruti). 

25. And as in the case of light, etc.» 
there is no difference, (so) also between 
Brahman (and iU nianifestation) in activity; 
on account of the repeated instniction (of 
the Sruti to that effectV 

Tk« nutnre of the Jive and Brahman haa been 
doBcribed. JHovr tlieir identity U beini; explained. 

li according to the laat Sntm Brahman ie the 
object of meditation and the Jiva » the meditator, 
it means that there is doality, and not the unity 
of Brahinsn. This Sutra explains it. Even oa 
between the sun and its reflecUon in water etc. 
there is in reality no difereaoe, the image being 
unreal, eo nUo the one Brahman manifests as 
many in the limiting adjuncts of activity like 
meditation etc. Through ignorance the raeditat* 
ing self thinks it is different from Brahmau; but 
in reality it is identical with Brahman. That 
it is so it known from repeated instruction of the 
Smti in texts like, "That thou art,” "I An> 
Brahman." which deny differenco. 

arat tmr fk. n ii 

tRI< 'Diercfore with the Infioite 941 thus % 
for fiQP({the ecriptnro) iudicatea. 

26. Therefore (the individual Aoul 



a.2.27J 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


34U 


becoiDM one) with the Infinite; for thus (the 
scripture) indicates. 

Tbe JiTU attain* identity with Urnhman un 
the dawiiiiiif of Knowledge, when ignorance with 
all it* limiting udjuucU diujipetini. “He who 
know* that Supreme Hmlunan heeoniM nmhman 
Itaelf" (Mu. 3. Z. 9). If the difference were real, 
then one could not becume Brahman Itaelf. 
Knowledge may deetroy ignorance, but not wbat is 
real. Now, since the Jiva becomes Brahman, its 
indiridusli^ was not real, and hence it wa* 
destroyed by Knowledge, learing only Brabman. 
So thr difference is unreal, the identity real. 

II 11 

9*M**l'Awid,On aocoiint of both being tsnght 9 
bat that between a serpent and its 

ooila 

27. But oa account of both (i.c. differ¬ 
ence and non-difiereuco) being taught (by 
the Sruti) (the relation of Jiva and 
Brahman is to be taken) like that between a 
serpent and its coils. 

Huring wtoblished the identity of the Jivn 
and Bruhmuu, the author proceeds to elucidate it 
further by examining the theory of difference. 
In the scriptures we find also texts like, “Two 
birds uf beautiful plumage" etc. (Mu. 3. 1. 1). 
which speak of difference between the Jira and 
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Bniiiiituu. we buve lu niw)ent4n«<l tliut the 
iiffei'eiM'v betweeu them priuv to Liberation ia real, 
though when it u (iestroyed by Knnwledgv they 
kttnin identity. Hence we IiUTe to take that their 
relation w one of difiercace and noii-ilifference, aa 
between a eerpent oud its coils. As n snake it is 
sue but if we look at the coils, hood, otc. there it 
liffei-ence. Siuiilarly between the Jivn und 
Brahman there ia difference as well as non* 
lifference. 


SWTOTWW, II V II 

Like light and its snbstrntiiui <11 or 
d’HttWd.on aoconnt of both being Ituuinoiia 

28. Or like (the relation of) light and 
its substratum, od account of both being 
luminous. 

Another example is given to establiali the 
theory of difference and noo'difference. The reliw 
Koii between the Jivn and Brahman may be taken 
to be like limt between light and its orb. Both 
being Inniinous are non*different: yet on aoooiint 
»f their varying extensity they are spoken of ns 
different. is the relation between the Jivn and 
Brnhmnu one of difference and non*differenoe, the 
one being limited ond the other alUpervndiug. 

'IW II II 
Wlff. As before tn or. 
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29. Or (the relation between the two, 
i.e., Jiva and Brahman) is as given before. 

Haring giren in th« two preriou* Sntnia Uto 
▼ifiw of fihedSbhedaridiua, tlie upholder* of diSi.** 
roDCfl and non-diAerencej UiU Sutra refute* it eud 
eetabliehee os the final truth what baa been fltat«<l 
in Sutra 36, vi*. that the differenoo ia tnervl/ 
iUuaory and non-difference ia the reeli^. For if 
the difference ia alao real, it can never ceeae to be, 
and all the inatmction of the Srnti with reapeet to 
Liberation will be uaeleaa for bondage ia nothing 
but thia idea of aeparateneea, and if tbia ia real, 
there can be no Liberation at all. But if tha 
difference is duo to ignorance, then Knowledge 
can destroy it and the reality, the non-difference 
may be realised. So the views given in Sutras 27 
and 38, which later <m were developed by Kumariln 
and Bhiakara, are not correct, and the view given 
in Sutra 35 alone is correct. 

sif?r^«nw II \o II 

S^I^VPI,On account of the denial tV and. 

SO. And on account of the denial. 

From tha Sruti texts like, “There ia no other 
witness but He“ (Brib. 3. 7 23), which dany that 
there exiata any other intelligent being apert from 
Brahman, and from the denial of the world by, 
“Not tbia, not this/’ it follows that there ia no 
other entity but Brahman. Therefore there ia 
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uuly tuie Brshinau without any (liffemic« whatao- 
erer. 

Topic 7: Bmlutotn u oim lei'thoMt a «sc-on<(, 
and MprM/tOfw vhioh apparonOy imply toma- 
thing eht a$ axititng are only mtiaphorical. 

11 \X II 

greater VRi: than this (BraboMiD) 

on account of terms dcuotiog a 
bank, nicaaore. conoeoUoa. and difl'orcooc. 

31. (There is something) superior to 
this (Brahm&n), on account of terms denoting 
a bank, measure, connection, and difierence 
(used with respect to It). 

To aay that there ia nothing except Brahman 
ia objertionabie, fur vre And that there ia dome- 
thing beiudea Brahman on account of Its being 
dr«ignat«<i aa n bunk lUipamting thingn other than 
Itaelf in texta like, '‘That aelf ia n bonk, a 
btrundary" etc. (Ohh. 8. 4. 1); aa baring hum and 
therefore limited in texta like, "That Brahman 
baa fonr feet" (Chh. 8. 18. 2>^it ia well known 
that whaterer ia limited ia limited by aome other 
object; oa being connected with other objecta: 
"The embodied aelf when embraced by the 
Supreme Self" (Brih. 4. 3. 21), which ahowa that 
there ia something elae than Brahman; and aa 
being different: "The Atman ia to be aeen,’’ 
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ihereby biatin^ a bmf n&d bmd. All tbese ahow 
tbftt niitbmftn it not od« witbout ft MCond. 

II II 

Q But WT'^unon aoooaot of dmilarity. 

32. But (Brahman is called a bank) on 
account of similarity. 

'But' rafatftt tbo positiou tukon ia the provioua 
Sutra. Tbare can oxiat nothing different from 
Brabman. It it called a bonk, not becaute tber* 
txiata aonutbing beyond It, at in the cate of a 
bauk, but on account of a timilarity. The 
finiilarity it tbit: Juat at a bonk keep* back 
water and marka the boundary of adjacent fields,' 
even ao Brahinau uaintaint the world and its 
boundaries. “HftTing posted the bank” (Chb. 3. 
4. 2) means, linring attained Bmhmsn fnlly and 
not baring crosasd it cem as wo tay he has passed 
ui nmimnar, meaning thereby that he has 
tnostered it. 

II \\ II 

•tptis For the take of easy cosnprehcnsiaa 
just like (fonr) feet.'* 

33. (Br&hman is depicted as having 
^iize) for the sake of easy comprehension (t.s. 
\7pAAan&); just like four feet- 

The ntatemsnts at to the site of Brabaan, 
Brahman has fonr feet', *It has sixteen digits’, 
^tc. are meant for the sake of TJpftunfi; for it ia 
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ditticalt to comprehoiid th« Infinite, all>pvrTadiu({- 
Braliman.- Just oa mind conceived aa the peraonnl 
mnnifestation of Brahinau is imo((ined to liavo 
Uie organ of apeecli, uoer, oyM, and earn tut its- 
four feel, m «1»o Brtiltinan is unagined an boving 
sise etc. for the mtke of tT|xftflau&, but not in 
reality. 

ii \\i ii 

ti^nMNl^On noconnt of stxicial places 
like ligbt etc. 

34. (The statements about connection 
and difference with respect to Brahman) are 
on account of special places; as in the case 
of light, etc. 

The etatementa regarding difference are mode 
widi rvference to limiting adjuncts only and not 
to any (Ufleren<t« in Brahman’s nature. We speok 
of light inside n chamber and light outside it, 
though in reality light is one, the distinction 
being due to limiting adjuncts. So also all state* 
ineuts about connection are made with reference- 
to the removal of the adjxincts, when connection 
with the Supreme Self is said to take place meta¬ 
phorically. evejx ns on the destruction of the- 
chamber the light inside it may bo said to be- 
united with light in general. 

il |( 

3TTn s From reasoning ^ and. 
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35. And it is reasonable. 

Tki« Sutra Mcplaiiu further that coaaection. 
ftud diSeroBce are not to be teken at reol, but <nly 
inetuphorically. The connection of the Jiru with. 
Brehmnn in deep »le«p cannot be real. “It 
mergee is its Self’ tChh, 6- 8. 1), ihove that the 
connection of the eoul witii Brahman is a natural, 
inherent identity, and not as between two thing*. 
Similarly the difference referred to ia not realr but 
due to ignoraneo, n* can be gathered froun 
hundreds of texts. 


II II 

BRI Similarly on ecconrit of tho 

express denial of all other tliinga. 

36. Similarly on account of the express- 
denial of all other things (there is nothing, 
but Brahman). 

A further n»>aon is given to show that there i* 
nothing but Brahman. ‘'The Self is all this"' 
(Chh. 7. 25. 2): “All this U Brahman alone" 
(,Mu. 2. 2. 11) etc. deny the existence of anything- 
elsA beudes Brahman. Therefore Brahman ia one- 
without a second. 





11 II 


Uftbl By this all-pervadingncas wm*- 

as is known from Kriptnral statements etc. 
regarding CBrahroan’s) extent. 
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37. By this (is established) the all- 
Mrvadin^Dess (of Brahman), as is known 
from su'ipturaJ statements, etc., regarding 
(Brahman’s) extent. 

lliu Sulni explains the nU-pen-adiDgaeu of 
Brabmau, which foUcirs from Uie fact that It is 
■one without » oecoud. By saying that texts dee- 
.cribing Brahnmu as a bank etc. am not to be 
taken literally, and by clsoying all other things, 
it is pi'OTod that Brabmun is all-prevailing. If 
they were taken literally, then Brahman woold be 
limited and not all-pervading and conoequently 
not eternal. That Brahman is all-pervading is 
known from such Sruti texts as, "He is omni¬ 
present like ether, and eternal" (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 

2). See also QitS 2. 24. 

Topic 8: Itwaru the (fiver of the frwU of aetiont. 

■iuHvi': n n 

Fruits of actions ORi: from Hbn for 

that is reasonable. 

38. From Him (the Lord) are the fruits 
•of actions; for that is reasonable. 

Having described the natuie of Brahman, the 
author proceods now to discuss the view of the 
Himimsukos, who say that Harma (work) and not 
Iswara, gives the fruits of one's actions. Accord- 
ing to them it is useless to set up an Iswara for this 
purpose, since Karma itself can give that result at 
n future time. 
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Thiit Sutra nfuteo it and aajrs that (rom- 
laware alone come the frnita of one’s work. 
Karma is inaentient and ahort-liTed, and cannot 
therefore be ezpec'ted to bestow the fruits of 
actions at a future time according; to one's deeerts. 
We do not see any insentient thing bestow fruits 
on those who worship it. Therefore it is inly 
from the Ixn^, who is worshipped through notions^ 
that their reenlts proceed. 

H II 

VQSirtt.Because the scripture eo teaches ^ and. 

30. And because the scripture so 
teaches. 

The scripture declares that the fruits of oetioos 
come from the Lord. “That great, hirthleea Self 
is the eater of food and the giver of wealth (the 
fruit of one's work)" (Brih. 4. 4. 24>. 

annw ti V® h 

^ Kellgious merits (sage) Jaimini wnpi for 
the same reasons. 

40. Jaimini (thinks) for the same 
reasons {viz., scriptural authority and 
reasoning) that religious merit (is what 
brings aMmt the fruits of actions). 

The view of the previous Sutra is being 
criticised. 

The scripture enjoins. “He who is destroua 
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'uf tka heikveuly world U to Hocrifico’’ (T^udya). 
■Siuce every erriptuml injunctioD lias on 
tdijeni, it IM reoMiuublo to tbiok that the sAcriflco 
itaelf |ir<Hluc«K the fniit. lint it may b« objected 
that siu«« the deed ie dentroyed, it cannot pnidui'O 
A remilt at n futui-e time. Thi» is met by the pou* 
(ing nf on Aptirvn tn* exti'ii-cnUnary prinbiple, 
which in produced by tlie Knnna bvfore it is des> 
Imyed, and through the intervention of which 
the leeult U produced in the dietant future. 
Again, if the deed itself did not produce the 
•rvjult, it would bu useleat to perforin it; and more* 
•over it is not reiutonoble to ioitM^ine one rnuse (the 
lionl) for n great variety nf effects. 

74 g iiii 

^I^The former (i./. the Lord) g but 
lUMlAriyAQA on Account of Hie bciag 

•declared to be the caiiRO (of tho actionii even). 

41. But Bftdar&yana (thinks) the 
former (the Lord, as the beetower of the 
'fruits of actions) on account of His being 
•declared to be the cause (of the actions 
•even). 

'But' refutes the view of Sutra 40. Both 
Karmft aud- Apurva are insentient, And as such 
iix-apnbln of producing results witheut the inter¬ 
vention of un intelligent principle. For such a 
.‘phenomenon is not experienced in the world. No 
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<»tt« (fcts uujtliiug: by wMO’iihipping fftoolu tod 
9U>n«A. So Uiu fraitx of nrtionit conM only froni 
the Tiord, lUtd tlii* in wU lh« mors ntftbli^ad, on 
the Tioid TTinuelf caa^M pvvpU lo net one way or 
the other; and liara the Jiva acts as directed hy 
Him, lie Hiuieelf ia the beHlower of the fnitta 
Df hie actiolu iuvordiug to hia deserta. “Hu 
makcM him whum H« winhtm to laud up from these 
worlds do n frond deed** etc. (Kuu. 3. 8); “Which* 
«\'er dirioe farm a devotee wishes to worship... 
and obtains from it the results he desires, as 
ordained hy He" (Gitd 7. 21*22). Since the Lord 
has regard for the merit ami dement of the sonls, 
the objectiou that a uoifom c-anse ie incapable of 
produriug various effects does not stand. 

In the lust four topitu the entity ‘That’ has 
heel) explained. Firstly. Brahman has been 
shown to bo furmlutt. Helf*eflulgent, and without 
difference; secondly. l>y the denial of manifold 
ness in Tt it has been established that It is one 
without n second; and lastly, It baa been proved 
to be the giver of the fruits of people's actions in 
the relative world. Thus the two entities ‘thon' 
and ‘That’ have been explained in these two 
section. 


CHAPTKR III 


SkCTION III 

la tlifl last sectiou tliv two oatltiss ‘thou’ and 
'That' of tlie YmUc dictum (Mahlr&kjn) ‘That 
thou art’ have b«en explained and shown to b« 
identical. Now the senpturea prescribe various 
meditations that help to attain this knowledge of 
identity. It is not poMible for the . oi'di- 
nary man to gras]) the Infinite. Therefore 
the scriptures present various symbols of Brahman 
such as Prilnh, AkSsa, and mind, for the beginner 
to meditate upon. Sometimes they prescribe the 
cosmic form of Brahman (Vaisvanara) for medita¬ 
tion. These different methods of approaching the 
infinite Brahman tire known as Vidyfia or 
Dpisan&s. 

This Mction discusses these various Vidy&s, by 
means of which the individual soul attains Brah¬ 
man. la this connection the question naturally 
arisee, whether eimilar Vidyfis deaoribed different¬ 
ly in different recensions of the Vedas are one or 
different, and oonsequcntly to be combined into a 
single meditation or separately gone through. 
Here it is decided which Vidyls are the same and 
have to be combined into one, and which Vidyae 
are different in spite of certain similaritiee. The 
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principle ttiat u followed tUronx^ni in the inter- 
pretatioa of thece VidTAs ie thin: Rince Kmhman, 
which tl the onlj reality, is the resultini; cvfrni- 
tion of all Vidyhs, it may be helpftil to combine- 
the partionlan of the wine Yiilya tnentimicd in 
different SAhhle, ainne they have been fnnnd 
efficacioui by the followers of those Rftkhie. 

Topic 1: The-Vidj/ds loith identical or tinii^ 
• tar form, met with m (he tcriptvret or tie different 
receneiom of the tcripturte are one Vidpd. 

u X n 

Dcecribed in the rarioua Vedtntt 
texts Vl?erft-*<1f%Vfl.oo account of non-difTerence as 
regards injunctioo etc. iCe. connection, form, and 
name.) 

1. (The Updean&e) described ia the 
various Ved&nta texts (are not different), on 
account of the non-difference as regards 
injunction, etc. (/.«. connection, form, and 
name). 

There ore Upieanle described variiMuly in 
different Vedlnta texts. For example, the 
UpSsani of Pr&na ie dearri)>ed in one way in the 
Brihadiiuyaka Upnuiahnd and in n different 
way in the ChhSndogyn. Are snrh TTpisaa&e, 
described differently in different ShUi&s of the 
Vedas, different or tame? The opponent holds 
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that they ur« diffarant, ob accoosit of iliu iliflc* 
ivncA in form. Thia Sutra refutes it and eays 
that such meditations are one and the aumc. on 
nreonnt of the non-difference oa *reRar«ts injuno- 
tion, connection, name, and fonn of thesr in 
different S&khffa. Tost as on account of the injunc' 
tion in all S&khSs, "One should perform the Affni- 
hotra" etc. (Hai. 6. 86) the daily Afrnihotra 
wicrifiee is one only, and as Jyotishtoma and 
y&japeya lamdces desntihed in different SAkhds 
ore one only, eo also on account of non-difference 
ns reKurda injunction sneh as. "Tie who knows the 
oldest and greatest" (Brih. 6. 1. 1.) in both the 
Brihad&ranyaka and the Chh&ndc^^ TTpanishads, 
the Pr&ns Vidyi in all the Sakh&s is one and the 
same. Similarly as regards ths fruit or result of 
the Upasant there is non-ilifference. "He who 
knows it to be such becomes the oldest and great- 
eat*' (Brih. 6. 1. I). Prina. which is the object 
of the meditation, is described in both as the old¬ 
est and greatest, and both the meditations are 
named Prllna Tidyh. Therefore there being non- 
differenoe in all respects, the two Vidyis are not 
iliffmnt, but one. The same is true of Dahara 
Vidyi. Vaisvtnara UpAsani. SAndilyn VidyA. etc. 
deseribed in Tariotu Sdkhls. 

^ , 5T tWFTWfr li ^ (( 

On account of difference <1 not 1% If it 
bo said R not ao even in the same (Vidyi). 
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2. If it be said (that the Vidy&e are) 
not (one) on account of difference (in minor 
points), (we reply) not so, since even in the 
same VidyA (there might be such minor 
differences). 

A fiiither objecLinn ik raiMil tbHt Hincn I'frlfiin 
differonre* are seen tn exiit Trith to th« 

VidySs described in different SiUiM, they isonot 
be one- For example, in the Brihadimnyaka in 
the PanchfcRtii Yidyn a aixth 6re in mentioned iiit 
*n object of worrfiip; "lire fire beconieH hw 
Are" (Brih. 6. 2. 14) ; wberena in the Chhlndof^yn 
wo have, "But he wbo knows theee five firea" 
(Chb. 6. 10. 10). TItereforo on ncoount of diffe> 
renco in form the two Vidyls cannot he one. This 
'Sutra refutes it nnd says that they are one, sinun 
«Ton in tho tame Vidyfi thero may bt* dilli*renw* 
«f fona. Tho flrt- fire* like henvon etc. nientiofl* 
od in the ChhAudofrya are identified in the Bri- 
hadlnutyaka. llierefore there lan Iw no differ¬ 
ence in Vidyfi. Tfor •■an the preaenif w nlwence 
of a sixth fire create a ’diffcM’iire as reRurtls form, 
for in the same Atirfitm nacrifire the Rbodasi 
vessel may or may not be tuken. On tl>e other 
hand, on account of the majority of fires beinR 
recoffnised in both, it is reasonable that we 
should add the sixth fire (n the Vidyu in thi* 
OhbAndofryn. The name ‘five fires’ is alw no objee- 
lion B^izut this inerMse of number, for the nam- 
ber five is not an eseentinl part of the injunettoa. 
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Moreover, even in tlie snuie .Slkhi oi») in 
tlie MRie Yidyfi difference)! like this are aeen in 
different ebapten; yet tbe Vidyi described in 
tbene different ebapten ia taken on all hande oa 
one. Therefore in spite of these differences in, 
different SakbfM it is i-easonable that VidySa of 
the same class are one and not different. 

wiwritifd fwrwit ^ 

11 5 II 

WJIWW Of tbe study of tho Vedas at 

being snob % becanse in the Samich&ra 

(a book of that name) on account of tbo 

qnaliScation ^ and like that of the (sereny 

oblations (vts. Senrya etc.) ^ and that role. 

3. (The rite of earning fire on the 
head ie connected) with the study of the 
Vedas, because in tbe Sam&ch&ra (it is des¬ 
cribed) as being such. And (this also follows) 
from, its being a qualification (for the 
Students of the Atharra Veda), as is the 
case with the (seven) oblations (rts. Saurya 
etc.). , 

A further objection is raised. In the Mud- 
doko UpanUhad. which deals with the kndwledire 
of Brairznoii. the carrying of fire on the head by 
the^'stadent ik Taeiitioned. The opfunent holds 
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that OB acconut of thia |iorticular reremoa;, 
which obtaiua among the foUowon of tbo Atharva 
Veda, the Vidyl of the AUtarvanikan is different 
from all other Vidyds. The Sutra refutes this 
Myiug that the rite of carrj'ing fire on the head is 
)iut an attribute of the Vidyli, but uf the study of 
the Vedas of the AibarraBikiis. So it is dcecribed 
in the book Sam&ch&ra, which deols with Vedic 
obeerrancee. From the following text, '‘A mau 
irho has not performed the rite (vis. carrying fire) 
does not read this" (hfu* 3. 2. 11) also wo find it is 
conuocted with the reeding or study of ths TTpani- 
ehad and not with ths Vidyfi. The rite of carry* 
ing the fire is connected only with the study of 
that particular Veda and not others, like the seven 
oblations, which ore not connected with the fires 
taught in the other '\*edes, but only u'tth thoee of 
the Atharra Veda. So the unity of Vidyits stands 
in all cases. 

^ II V n 

Instructs V also. 

4. (Th^ scripture) also instructs thus. 

"That which all the Vedos declare" (Eath. 
1. 2. 16) showa that the Nirguna brahman is the 
one purport of all the Ved&nta text*. Therefore 
all Vidy&s relating to It must also be one. Thus 
the meditation on the Saguna Brahman as Vais* 
v&nara, who is represented as extending from 
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li««v»n to the etirtli iu tiiv Hnliadftniuyuku, iH re- 
f«rr«d tu iu the Chhi'iiuloKyft u« something welt 
known: “Bat he who worthiiw thnt Vainvliuu'it 
self as extending fiuiu hwTeti to the earth-'" 
(Chh. 6. 18. 1), tlicroby showitig that all Vuisra* 
onro YidyAs are one. ThuK einoe tlie Nirguuo nr 
the Saguna Brnhuau is one and not many, theri>. 
for* particular VidyAs which relate to either of 
them are nlan one and not uiany. This also follows- 
from the some hymnti nuti the like enjoined in oii« 
place being employesl iu other placee for the sake- 
of TTpdsunl. The saino rule apices to other 
YidyAs also besides the Vuisvauam, and in coiiae^ 
qaence they are not mnny. dirragh differently des¬ 
cribed in different Sakhas. 

The nnity of Vid.vAs. hueing been estoblishe«T. 
their TMultH ar« taken up for discussion. 


Topic 2; 7*flrljc«fffM of i^ntfcof VtHgfir 
mentioned in different jdaeet ot SSiifUt* are to he 
combined into one HUtlitation. 



Combination since there is no 

difference in the object* of ntcditatioo like 

the subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice ^ snd in 
the UpAaaiiia of the same class. 

6. And in the Upftsan&s of the same- 
class (mentioned in different S&kh&s> 
a combination (of all the particulars 
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meDtioned in all S&kh&s U to be made), 
since there is no diflerence in the object 
of meditation, jost as (a combination of) 
all subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice 
(mentioned in different S&kb&s is made)- 

From what has l»«Q discussed in the previuoA 
Sutras it is cleor that the Vidy&s described iu 
different SAlchSs will hsee to be combined in the* 
Upftsani, since their object after all is one. The 
particniars mentioned in other Sikhfcs than oue’e 
own are aleo etficaoions. and aa such one has to 
combine all these, even as one does with respect to 
subsidiary ritn like A^ihotra, connected with a 
main sacrifice, mentioned in several S&khfts. 

Topic 3.* Ptdydi having reaU|f «lt#erent tv^j- 
;«ct-moUer are teparoie, ihortgh tn other retpcrlt 
there are nmiiaritict. 

otwWRff II ^ 11 

There is differeooe on account of 

(difference in) texts if it be mid ^ not ai 

St^trqnton account of aon«differeiicc (as reganU 
essentials). 

6. If it be said (that the Udgitha 
Vidy& of- the Brihad&ranyaka and that of 
the CbhfLndogya) are different on acooimt 
of (difference in) texta; (we say) not »o, on 
account of the non-difference (aa regarde 
essentials). 
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Tkis Sutra repreMota the vi«w of Uie oppo¬ 
nent, who tries to establish that the two Vidy&s 
nre one. “Then they said to this rital force in 
the mouth, ‘Chant the Ud^fitJu for us.' ‘All 
right,' said the rital force and chanted for them" 
(Brih. 1. 3. Tl; “IHlvn this vital force that is in 
the mouth—they meditated on the Udgithn ‘Om’ 
AS that vital force" (Chh. 1. 2. 7). It may bo 
objected that they cannot be one, because of the 
difference in texts. But this is unacceptable, 
because there is unity as regards a great many 
points. (For tbe similarity see texts in both.) 
So on the grounds given in Sutra 3. 3. 1, there is 
unity of Vidy&s. 


Sf tTT, 


II '•II 


^ V Rather not account of differ- 

«uoe iarsubject-matter even as (Um 

meditation on the UdgHba) aa tbe highest and 
greatest (Brahman) (is difersnt). 


7. Rather (there . is) no (unity of 
Vidy&s), on account of the difference in 
subject-matter, even as (^e meditation 
on the Udgitha) as the highest and 

r test {i.e.. Brahman) (is different from 
meditation on the Udgitha as abiding 
in eye. etc<.). 

This Sutra refutes the former view and esta¬ 
blishes that the two Yidyis, in spite o^hMSpl^ty 
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in luuiiy iMiutii, i«r« tUfferent ou ni'count of 
•4liff«]vnce in Hubivct-juatlrr. Lit Uie (.'hliindugya 
■only u p«H ot tbe I'd^tbo (hynn), tlic nyHiible 
‘Om’ in iiiMlitnteil uiton nn l^runu: "Let ot« 
■iu«<litut« ou the syllable ‘Oni’ (ot) the Udgitha'* 
(Cbh. 1. 1. 1). Bat iu the Brihad&ranyaka the 
whole Udgitha hymu is meditated apon os 
Pr&na. Vide Brih. 1. 3. 'Z. On account ot this 
■difference in (he object ot meditation the two 
Tidyin cannot be one. The case is similar to thu 
Uplsani OB Udgitha enjoined in, "This is indeet) 
the highest and greateet Udgitba” (Cbh. 1. 9. 2), 
which is different from the one enjoined in tho 
Chhfiadogya 1. 6, where the Odgitha is meditated 
vpon as abiding in the eye and the sun. 

, arfw g n 4 11 

On aocoiint ot the name (being same) if 
•?ni.itB^ has already been answered Wftff exists ff 
but tltt.that vA even. 

8. If on account of the name (of both 
Vidy&8 being tbe same, it be said that tW 
iare one), it has already been answered. 
But even that (identity of name in VidyAs 
admitted to be different) exists. 

Identity of name is no reason for claiming 
unity of Vidy&s, since tbe eubjecbnuitter differs, 
'This has already been established in the last 
Sutra, Moreover, it is borne out by the scriptures. 
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Fvr ttXtuiiple, ilie 4USereat aacrificM like A^ni* 
ktitra, l>ar8apui'iiaiiiAn, etc., which all oootir 
ia Khthaka, ai« kootm M K&ihakae; or even thn 
Udgitha UpSaaDin of Chh. 1. 6 and Chh. 1. 9. 2 . 
are different Vidy&s. 

Topic 4: SpMitiising the 'Om' of the Ui- 
ffUJta Vidgd i$ apt, at 'Om' it common to all the- 

Vedat. 

<91^: IkcaiiHc (Oiu) extends (over the whole of 
the Vedaft) W nnd ^>191^ ia apiiroprinto. 

9. And because (Om) extends (over 
tlie whole of the Vedas), (to specialize it 
by the term ‘(Mgitha*) is appropriate. 

Siaeo 'Oiu* U common to all the Vadas we 
hove to aivdentond which particalav 'Om' ia to be 
Dieditateil upon. By apeoifyiiig that the *Om’ 
wkich ia o part of tlio LTdfi^tha ia to be meditated 
upon, we leom that it ia the 'Om' of the Simn* 
Yeda. “Let one meditate on the ayllable 'Om* 
(of) the Udfitha” (Chh. 1. 1. 1). 

Topic S; Clnitp of the PtAm Vutpd. 

II ^0II 

account of iioii-difreronco evorywhere 
in the other ptnerx ^ theao qnalitiea (are to ba 
inaerted). 
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10. On account of the non-difference 
(of the Vidy&) everywhere (ie. in all the 
texU of the different S&kn&s where the 
Pr&na Vidy& occurs) these qualities (men¬ 
tioned in two of them are to be inserted) 
in the other places {e.g., the Kaushitaki 
Upaniflhad). 

In the Chhindo^o and Bniiudirau 7 ulc.i 
Upuniahoda in the Prina Vidjri ve find the qnali- 
ties of speech etc. as being richset and so on, arc 
ultimately attributed to Prhna but not ao in th>' 
Kauahitaki Upaniahad, for instance. The que*- 
tion is whether they are to be inserted in the Eau- 
ahitoki also, where the; are not mentioned. The 
Sutra sajrs thot the; have to be inserted, since tlip 
Vidyd is the same in all the three ITpunubad*. 
Attributes of one and the aame Vidyi have to ite 
combined wherever that Vidya occurs, nltliooirU 
they moy not be expressly mentioned. 

Tepie 6; /fi a/1 tJtf meditationi oh Hrahmoit 
quolitioi lute ‘Ulus' otc., vhich dotrribs lt» 
noture, are to be combined into one meditAlrwt, 
And not others. 

aTRJ^TT^: mTRW ii n 

Bliiui find other attributes nf lie- 
subject (t. e. Brahruno). 

11. Blias and other attributes (wfaich< 
depict the true nature) of the subject (i.s.. 
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i^ralunan) (have to be combined from all 
))Iacea in the meditation on Brahman). 

Brabuiuu ui described as Bliss, Kaowled^, 

. nli>i»en'adiua> the *cl{ of all, trae, etc. in differ. 
L'lit texts of different S&khils. All tba attributes 
■ nre not mentionod iu all places. 2fow the quev 
tiou is vrlietbcr they hove to be combined in the 
niedituliim on Brahmiin or not. This Sutra says 
that they to be combined, since the object of 
.meditution (Bmhninnj is one and the sumo iu all 
-SSklit.s, niid therefore the Vidyi is one. 


^ II li 


(Qualities like) joy beiug Its bend etc. 
are not to be taken everywhere 
increase and decrcaso % because ^ (are iwssiblo) in 
(lifTerence. 

12. (Qualities like) joy being Its bead 
•etc. are not to be taken everywhere, (being 
subject to increase and decrease and) 
increase and decrease (are possible only) 
if there is diJTerence (and not in Brahman 
in which there is non-difference).* 

Attributes like joy being Its head etc, meu* 
tioned ill the Tnittiriya Upaniahad are not to be 
taken and oombiued in other places where the 
UpAsaiiA of Brahmau is enjomod, because the 
'terms ‘joy,’ 'satisfaction,' 'great latisfaction,’ 
'‘bliss,’ etc. indicate <|aalities which have increase 
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and decrtciite relaiiTeW to earh otLer and to other 
expeneacerx (Jivna), and therefore can exUt only 
where there ia difference. But Kmhinan beiiifr 
abeolntely witkont nay diftmner, these ntiribnlea. 
caan'ot dhnatitute It* nature, and as aooh they ure- 
to be cenfineil to th« texts preiwribing them niul’ 
not taVen in other places. 

U II 

Other attribntea 9 but •i4oHe*(i?l,ou aoootint 
of identity of purport. 

13. But other attributes (1^ Bliss 
etc. are to be combined) <»i account of' 
identity of purport. 

Attribates like Bliss, Knowledge, all-pervnding,. 
etc., which dcacribe the nature of Brahman are to 
be combined, for their purport is the one and indi* 
Tiaible, nneenditioned Brahman. These attributes 
are mentioned with a s-iew to the Vnowledse of 
Brahman and not for tTpAsani. 

Topic 7; Kath. 1. 3. 70*71 timply aims at' 
teachinff that the Stlf i* higher thtm ovorgthing 
elst. 

enwTRTO sritlRPTBIPT^ )| II 

•rWHHI For the aalce of meditation 
M there is no use. 

14. (K&thaka 1. 3. 10*11 teUe about 
the Self only as the highest) for the sake 
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K)f meditation, (and not about the relative 
position of the c4>jecta. etc.) aa there is no 
use of it. 

“nifrher tliua thd aenM« nr« the ol>iectii. high* 
.er than the ohjects there » the mind...*..higher 
than the Self there ie nothing, this is the limit, the 
Supreme Gonr’ (Kath. 1. 3. 10*11). The oppo* 
nent holds (hat these sentoncee are separate and 
not one. ns refemng (o the Atman alone; therefore 
it is the niin of the Sruti to tench that the objects 
are superior to (he senses, and so on. This Sutra 
refutes it and aajrs that it is one sentence and 
means that the Atmnik is superior to all theee. This 
information is given for the salce of meditatima on 
(he Atman, which results in the knowledge of It. 
'The Atman alone is to he known, for the knowledge 
of It gives Free^lom. But the knowledge of the 
fact that objects are superior to the senses and so 
-4>n, serves no nseful purpose, and ns stich it is not 
Ihs aint of (he Srnti to teach this. 

II II 

On account of the word 'Self ^ and. 

15. And on Account of the word 
•Self’. 

The view established in the last Sutra is con¬ 
firm^ by the fact that the subject of the discus¬ 
sion ia cAlled the Self. “That Self is hidden in nil 
heings and dors not shine forth” (Eath. 1. 3. 12). 
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theraby hintiafr that the other thini;* ore uoB*Self. 
Bat the enumeration of the eenea in not altogether 
tieelaea, inaemuch a« it helpn to tarn the mind, 
which i« outing, gradonlly towards the Atman, 
which is bard to realise without deep meditutinn. 

Topic S; Tht telf roftrrcd to i« Ait. /. 1 it 
tfu Svprems Sel/ and rorttefttaniljf ihe (ittribuUt 
<if th» S4\f givon m othor filers ore to he tnclwiied 
«fi ihi* Aitaroyaka maditation. 

The Supreme Self ie meant ftwq. as in 
other teste (dealing with croation) Ttftn oo ac.ci>nnt 
of the sabeequeat qiialiftcation. 

16. (In the Aitareya XTpanishad 1. 1) 
the Supreme Self id meant, os in other texts 
'(dealing with creation), on Account of the 
subsequent qtiallfication. 

‘'Yerily in the beginning all this wae the Self, 
■one only; there wae nothing elae whataoerer'’ etc. 
(Ait. 1. 1.). Does the word 'Self here refer to the 
Sapreme Self or to Hiranyagarbhaf It refers to 
the Sapreme Self, sTen aa the word 'Self' in other 
text! dealing with creation refers to It and not to 
Hiranyagarbha: “From the Self sprang forth 
ether'* (Taitt. 2. 1). Why? Because in the subse- 
«iueni text of the Aitareya we hare, “It thought, 
'Shall I send forth worldsf It sent forth theec 
worlds** (Ait. 1. 1-2). This qualification, vtr. ihot 
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'It tlioaght' before creation, is applied to Bmbman 
in the primary ecune in other Sruti texts. So from 
this we learn that the Self refers to the Snpreme- 
Self and not to Hiranyagarbhn. 

^mn.3ni q Rqi m .u ii 

ep^^Becaiiw of the context ^ ^t^if it bo said 
it tnicht be so eiTIRvm. oo ncconni of tho 
deflnite statement. 

17. If it b« said that because of the* 
context (the Supreme Self is not meant, 
but Hiranyagarbha), (we reply that) U i» 
so (i.e. the Supreme Self is meant) on 
account of the tlelinite statement (that the 
Atman alone existed at the beginnii^). 

In the Aitareya Uimninhad 1. 1 the Self ifr 
eaid to have created the four worlds. But in the 
Taittiriya and other texts the Self creates ether, 
water, etc.—the five elements. Now ii is wrU 
known that rreation of the worlds ie by Hironya- 
(rarbhn with the kelp of the elements created by the 
Snpreme >Self. So tlie Self in the Aitareyn connot 
mean the Supreme Self but Hironya^rbhu. The- 
Sntra refute* it and says that on account of the 
statement, "Verily in the beffinning all this was 
the Self, one only*’ (Ait. 1. 1), which declaree that 
there was one only without a second, it can only 
refer to the Snprerae Self ' and not to Hiranyo' 
gnrbhn. Therefore we have tu take that the 
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Suprems S«If aft«r crating elements as described 
in otber Sikbfts crated the (our worlds. 

The object of Sutras 16 and 17 in eetablishing 
that the Supreme Self is meant is that the attri¬ 
butes of the Supreme Self giren in other places are 
to be combined in the Aitareyaka meditation. 

Topic 9: Riiuing the movth i$ not enjoined 
in tAe Prdno Vidfd, but only thinking the voter 
aa the tUett of PrAna. 

II 

€nfwil<l,0n aocount of being a restatement of 
an act (already enjoined by the SmritO what 

has not been so enjoined elsewhere. 

18. On account of (the rinsing of the 
mouth with water referred to in the Pr&na 
Vidy&) being a restatement of an act 
(already enjoined bjr the Smriti), what has 
not been so enjoined elsewhere (is here 
enjoined by the Sruti). 

In the Cbhftndogya'5. 2. 2. and tbs Brihadi- 
ranynka C. 1. 14 wa find a reference to the rinsing 
of the mouth with water before and after a meal, 
thinking that thereby Prlna is dressed. The ques¬ 
tion is whether the Sruti enjoins both or only the 
latter. The Sutra etatsc that since the former, the 
act of rinsing, is already enjoined on every one by 
the Smriti, the latter act of thinking the water at 
the drees of Prftna ie alone enjoined by the Sruti. 


B.8.—24 
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Topic 10: VtdyAi m the tame SukJid wkieh 
arc id^tical of timilar have to comlnin«<2, for 
they an OM. 

^<T^Is tbe ntme 6ftkb* (it is)-like this ^ 
slso on accoant of aon'difTereDCe. 

19. In the twme S(Uch& also ^it is) like 
this there is unity of Vidy&), on 
account of the non-differenoe (of the .object 
of meditation). 

In the A(pirahas]ra in the Yljasaneyi S&kki 
there is a Vidyft called SIndilya Vidyl, in srbicb 
ooenrs the pauage, “Let him meditate on the Self 
which consists of mind” etc. (Sat. Br. Madhy. 10. 

3. 2). Again in the Brihadto-anyaka, which 
belongs to the same Sikbd we have, “This Being 
identified with the mind“ etc. (Brih.. 6. 6. 1). 
Do these two passages form one Yidyt, in which the 
particnlara mentioned in either text are to be com* 
hined, nr an they different Vidy&sf The Sntra 
says thst they are one Vidy4, since the object of 
meditation in both caeca is the Self consisting of 
mind. The mle as regards the combining of parti* 
colars of a similar Vidyfi in the same Sikht is the 
same as in the case of such Vidyts oc<mrring in 
different Sftkhfis. Therefore the 'Sindilyn Vid^ 
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Tofic 11; The name* ojul «>/ 

the Svpr&ne tirahmatt in altuling in «un a*ul in 
the right eye retgectivrly, given tn Brih. S. S'. 1-i, 
ieannot be covtVindd, at thete ore two /tcpnmte 
Vidgdt. . 

II ^0 tt 

nocount of tho ooniioction lik« thi» 

•W|5| in other caeeo also. 

20. Id other cases qJso {e.g. in the 
Vidy& of the Satys Brahman) on account 
of the connection (f.e.. the objects of. the 
meditation being ;tbe -S'a^a Brahm'an)'^ (we 
have to combine particulate) like this (lir. 
:a8 in the Sftndily^ Vidyti), ' 

This Sutm mU forth the rien of the opponent. 
'‘Sotya is nrobman. . . . That which i« ^atya u 
that RnD~-the being who i« in that orb and the 
Iwing who ia in the right eye”. (Brih. 5. 6. 1*2). 
Thi* gi^oa the abode of the; ^tya' Brahman wiUi 
respect to the goda and the body, and two aacret 
namw of the Satya Binhinah are alto taught in 
nonueotioD With these nhodea; the former ia *Ahar' 
'and the latter 'Ahani.* Now on the analogy of the 
’^nidilya TidyA; Sihee the object of ineilitatioii ia 
-one, eir. the Sotya-Brabman, are'must combine the 
particulara. Therefore both the names ‘Ahnr’ and 
'Aham* ha^e to be combined with respect to Satya 
'Brahman.'- ( '• • • • )' l. v 
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H V Rither not Moount of differeoufr.-. 

21. Rather not (so) on account of the 
difference (of abode). 

This 8atn r«fut«* Uie view of the previous 
Sutra. Though the Vidyft U one, still owing to 
differeuea in abodes the object of meditation 
becomes different; hence the different namee. 
Therefore these cannot be exchanged or combined. 

^ II It 

(The scripture) dsclares ^ also. 

22. (The scripture) also declares* 
(that). 

* The scripture distinctly states that the attri» 
bute« are not to he combined, but kept apart; for it 
compares the two persons, the person in the sun 
and in the right eye. If it wanted the particulars 
to be combined, it would not institute such a 
eomparienn. 

Topu: IS; Attributet of Brohuitm montionoA 
iis RAnAnatUya-Uhila are not to be taien into consi¬ 
deration in. other Brahi^ Vtdpde s.g. (he Sdndiiya 
Vidiid, at the former u on independent Vtdyd, on 
recount of (he difference of Brahvian't abode. 

ti ii 

Supportiog (the universt) pervading 
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the tky &hn V and tltn for th« Mne roaeoo (ae 
io the previoua Stitn). 

23. For the same reason (as in the 
previous Sutra) the supporting (of the 
universe) and pervading of the siqr (attri- 
buted to Brahman in the R&n&yaniya' 
khila) also (are not to be included in other 
Up&san&s of Brahman). 

Zn a BUpplementary text of the ZUnSyaniyae 
there oocnra the paaaage, “The powera, which were 
collected together, were preceded by Brahman; the 
pre>exiatent Brahman in the beginning pervaded 
the whole aky." Now theae two qaalitias of Brah¬ 
man oie not to be included in other plaeea treating 
of Brahma YidyS for the aame reason ae ia given in 
the last Sutra, fir. difference of abode. Horeover, 
theae qualities and those mentioned in other Yidyte 
like the Sindilya Vidyt are of euch a nature as to 
exclude each other, ojid are not suggestive of each 
other. The mere fact of certain Yidyis being con¬ 
nected with Brahman does not constitute their 
unity. Brahman, though one, ia, on account of its 
plurality of powers, meditated upon in manifold 
waya. The concluaion therefore ia that the TJpIl-' 
eanft referred to in this Sutra is an independent 
VidyS standing by itaelf. 
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I I Toyic Hi; 7'ht /'vrH#/Ki Viti^d in thf Chlidn- 
dogya Q*ut iht Taittiriifu nrt not one. 

It Vi II 

', At in the Puruah* Vidfft (of the 

Chhiodogya) ^ and of tb« others «W5IRltl. 

not being mentioned (in tba Tnittiriys)- 

24. And (since the qualities) as (men^ 
tion^) in the Punisha Vidyft (of the 
Chh&ndogya) are not mentioned (in that) 
of the others (t.s- in the Taittiriya) (the 
two Punisha Vidyhs arc not one). 

In tha last Sutra ths Vidyas were held to be 
[different as there was-, ilo recognition of the tundn- 
mental attribute :of. the one Vidyi in tho uthw. 
•This Sutru cite* nn example where such a fonda- 
rmenml attribnte ooours ia both. On this ground 
.the opponent argues that tbs two Vidyis are ono. 
,ln the Cbliftudogya there is U' Vidy& about man ip 
jWhiih he M identifiod. with the sacrifice: “Man is 
,the sacrifice.'' In the Taittiriya Aranyaka (10. 
64} a)w> occun o siuular VidyS where man ia so 
.identified.; "For. him who Imows thus, the self of 
^(he Mcrifico is the.sacriScer" etc. The fnndamen- 
.tol attribute reforied to. is that mao is identified 
, 'with Bperiftee in both. T'hie dutira says that in 
^spite of this, the two Vidyfis are not‘one, for tho 
'details differ. Moreover, ths rdsult of the Vid^ 
in the Taittiriya is the attainment oof the greatness 
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o( Brahman, while that of the Chhindngj'a ii lonir 
life. Therefoie the two Vidyfte are eepcirate, and 
there can be no oombination of particulars in tho 
two placee. 

Topic 14: D«tach4d Manttat liie "l^ifreo 
th* whole (bcdp of the enemp)” etc. otut i.acrifiee$ 
menttonod at the bepiHiwnp of-cerUnn UpanitJuid* 
do not form part of the Brahma Vidy& inclvied m 
tlie Upanuhadt. 

$»infr^TT7T.II H 

Piercing etc. because they liave a 

diffiarect meaning. 

25. (Certain Mantras relating^ to) 
piercing etc. fare not part of the vidvda 
though mentioned near by) because they 
have a different meaning. 

A-t the beginning of the Upanisbud of the 
Atbnmtnikas we have, “Pierce the whole (bod; 
the enemy), pierce his heart” etc. Similarly at 
the beginning of other Upaniehade of other S&khfa 
we have kfantras. The queetion is, whether three 
Mantra* and the lacriflces referred to in the HHih- 
manae in rloee proximity to the Upaniehade are to 
be combined with the Vidyls preecribed by theee 
Upanishads- The Sutra uye that they are not to 
bo combined, for their meaning is different, inas* 
much as they indicate acta of a sacrifice and there¬ 
fore have no connection with the Yidyla. The 
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picrciDg, for example, U connected with eome 
reremony to deetroy one’* enemy. 

Toytis 15; The sUitment made tn owe of the 
teaU cAdt the good and evil dsede of a per/on who 
hat attained Knoreledye go to hit friendi and ene- 
euee retpectively, it valid for all texU vltare die- 
earding of good end evil Karina hg tueh a pereon 
w mentioned. 


CTwqiTH^, M II 


Whore (only) the diecerding (of good and 
evil) it Bentioaed 3 on account 

of the word ‘rcoeiviag’ boing enpplcmentnry (to the 
w(ud ‘discarding') a« in the 

case of Eutas (sticks for keeping count of hymusV 
metres, praise, and recitation fftt^that SVl^has been 


stated (by Jaimini). 


26. But where (only) the discarding 
(of and evil) is mentioned, (the 

recemng of this good and evil by others nas 
to be induded). on account of this word 
‘receiving’ being supplementary (to the 
word ‘disc^ding^), as in the case of Kusas, 
metres, praise, and recitation. That (ets.- 
that it should be so done) has been stated 
(by Jaimini in Purva Mim&ins&). 


Having dealt with the combination of 
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pRrticulan with mpect to niailar Vidyl*. Uie 
uQthor & 0 V procoedi to deni with tHe combinetion 
of the effeote with re«])eot to the Upfceeka. 

Jnimiiti hne said that etatemeaU with respeet 
to Eusub, metrea, praiee, and hymns bare to be 
completed from other texts. In eome plaoee Enaas 
ore simply mentioned, but another text specifies 
that they are to be made of fig wood. The first Smti 
will haTs to be completed in the light of the other. 
.Similarly with respect to metres, praiae, and recita¬ 
tion. This principle is here applied to the effects 
of the tTpSeahn’s actions in connection with the 
Vidyts mentioned in the Upanishads. We find 
certain texts mention the discarding of good and 
«ril by a person attaining Knowledge. Vide Chh. 
tl. 13. Another text not only mentions this, but 
iilso adds that the g(x>d nud vvil are obtained by his 
friends and enemies respectively. Vide Kau. 1. 4. 
This Sutra says that the obtaining of the good and 
4>vi] by his friends and enemies has to be inasrted 
in the Cbhhndugyn text, according to Jaimini’s 
principle explained above. 

This Sutra may also be explained in another 
■way if the discussion on 'discarding' is diffsrent. 
It may bs anfued that the verb ‘Dhu* in the text 
•of the Chb&ndogya and KaushitaVi may be inter¬ 
preted as trembling and not as getting rid of, in 
which enjm it would mean that good and evil still 
soling to a person who attains Knowledge, though 
their effects are retarded owing to the Knowledge. 
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Tkiit Satra that tttch a meaning U not oorract, 
for the aubeequent portion of the text in the Kau- 
ahiteki ahomi that otben get thie good and evil, 
and thin ia uot puMible unlesa the person whth 
attains Knuwle«lge diecanla them. 

Topic 16: Tlie ditcarding of good and evil hg 
tJte ttnifrr of Brahman taJ/s* place at the time of 
death and not on his wag to Brahmaloha. 

OTssimrara., TOT II II 
At the time of death there 

being nothing to be attained ^ 80 also ^ for *1^ 
others. 

27. (He who attains Knowledge 
rid of his good and ^vil works) at tn^e time 
of death, uiere being nothing to be obtain¬ 
ed (by him on the way to Brahmaloka 
through works); for other texts also say so. 

The question ia raised as to when the indivi¬ 
dual soul gets rid of the effects of its good and evil 
works. “He cornea to the river Virajl and crosaas. 
it by the mind alone, and there he shakes off good! 
and evil'* (Kau. I. 4). On the basis of thia text 
the opponent holds that ths effects are got rid of on 
the way to Brahmaloka and not at the time of 
death. This Sutra refutes it and says that the- 
raan of realisation gets rid of them at the time of 
death. The Sanchita and Agimi Karma (work) is- 
destroyed with Eoowledge and the Prarabdha isi 
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dMtro 7 «a »i death. So at the time of death he is 
rid of all effects of his good aud aril deeds. The 
realms for this coaclusiirn ure: On the wny to 
Bmhinaloha, the destiaiitiuu of the kncnrer of 
Brahman, it is not poaaihle to dincard good and 
evil effects for then tUs soul has no gross body, and 
BO cannot practise any Sftdhand that irill destroy 
them. Nor does the soul experience anything on 
the way, for which one would haw to admit the 
peraistence of good and evil till then. Bather they 
are destroyed by the Vidyh practised by ths aspi' 
rtot before he leaves thh body. The ecriptnre also 
shys, '^Having shaken off his evil as a horse shakeii. 
off his hairs” etc. (Chh. 8. 13. 1). Moreover, it is 
not possible to crons the river Virajs unleM one is 
free from all good and evil. Therefore we have hi 
take it that all the good and evil ere discarded at 
the time of death and the Knnahitnki text has to 
be explained accordingly. 

It 

9 ^: Aooordtng to his liking on 

aoconnt 6f there being harmony betureen the two. 

28. (The interpretation that the indi¬ 
vidual soul practising Shdhan&) according 
to his liking (gets rid of good and evil while 
living, is reasonable) on account of there 
being harmony (in tnat case) between the- 
two (via. cause and effect as well as bet- 
ween the Chh&ndogya and another Sruti).' 



-382 


BRAKMA'SUnUS 


L3.3.29 


Since tbe iadiTidunl eonl attains Brahman 
.after death ae a reanlt of the VidyS, whj not under* 
stand that the getting rid of good and aril, the 
result of the Tidyh, is also attained aftor death? 
Xot so. for it it possible to practise Sidhan& to 
-one's liking only daring one’s life time, and fnmi 
SSdhani alone rasnlta the destruction of good and 
eril. And it is not reasonable to aa; that the cause 
being there, the effect is delayed till some time 
after death. Therefore there is harmony between 
the texts quoted abore. The attainment of Brah* 
maloka it not possible eo long as there is a body, 
but there is no such difficulty about the shaking 
off of good and evil. 

TopU 17: The hnowsr of the Sofftma Brahman 
-atone ffoet bj/ the path of the godt after death and 
not the knouer of the jVtrpuM Brahman. 

aryqqr ft ii ii 

’tlh Of the eonl’e journey (after death) along the 
path of the gode otility qtnnf in two waye 

WWJ otherwiec ^ for a eontradiction. 

29. (The soul’s) iournej along the 
path of the gods is appUcaUe in two ways 
(i.s. differently), for o^rwise (there would 
result) a contradiction. 

A questioD is raised that just as the getting 
rid of good ond evil is understood as being followed 
by their acceptance by others, so also the journey 
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after death alon^ the Devayina, the path of the 
frod». which U aometimoa mentioned aa following 
the diacnrding of goo<l and «Til, ia common to all 
UpAsakoa. thoae of the Nirgttnn aa well aa the 
Saguna Brahman. ThU Satra aaya that it ia tnie 
only of the worahipper of the Snguna Brahman, 
for Braiunaloka being located elaewhere in apace, 
the journey haa a meaning in hia caae only. But 
the knowledge which reenlta from absorption in the 
Nirguna Brahman is merely the deatniction of 
ignorance. So what meaning haa journey for 
such a person f If the journey appUee to him alao, 
then it would contradict Smti texts like, “Shaking 
off good and eril, free from paasiona, he reaches 
the Highest Unity’* (Mu. 3. 1. 8). How can one 
who has become Brahman, the pore, the one 
without morement, go to another place by De- 
vayAnuf Since he has already attained his goaU 
vtr. unity, the journey along the Demyana is 
meaninglaw for him. Therefore the worshipper 
of the Snguna Brahman olone goes by the 
Deray&na. 




It \9 II 


!• reasonable for the char- 

aeteristica which render anoli journey pnsaililc are 
teen as in Che world. 

30. (The differentiation mentioned 
above) ia reasonable, for the cbaracteriatica 
which render such a journey possible are 
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iseen (in the case of Sagona TJp&san& but 
not in that of Nirguna Up&sanft); as (is 
seen) in the world. 

The 8ifr<‘rttntiation between the paths of the 
wnrahippeni of the Saffona and Kirgyna Brabtnnn 
is reasonable, because the characteristics or reasons 
for surh a jonmsy of the worshipper of the Saffnna 
Brabmon, are seen in the Vidy8 describe<l in the 
KAVsbitaki XJpanisbad. For the texts mention 
certain results which can be attained by the wor¬ 
shipper only by ffoin^ to different places, snch as 
mountinff the couch and holding couTersatian Trith 
Brahman. But with perfect Knowledge or des- 
tmctina of ignonince, which results from Nirguna 
Ppksanh. no purpose is serred by snch a journey. 
The distinction is analogous to what is seen in tho 
world. To reach a Tillage we have to go by the 
-path which lends to it, But no such journey is 
required to get rid of our illnese. 

■Topic 18: AU tho vnnhipport of the ,Saptin.i 
Brahman go after Aeath hg the path of the godt to 
Brahmalo)ui, and not merely thote ieho knov the 
Panchdgni Vidyd etc., uKerein neh ' a path it 
-tpecificaUy mentioned. 

wniT.tnm 

aiftiR: (There is) no restriction {Devaykna 
-applies equally) to all (Vidyis of the Saguna 
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Brahman) 9?^^ thor« i» non-contradictioD 
AS b soon from iho Srnti and Sroriti. 

31. (The passage of the soul by the 
path of the gods) is not restricted (csoly to 
ircrtain Vidyfis of the Saguna Brahman); 
(it applies equally) to all (yidy&s of the 
Sagu!^ Dral^an). There is no contradic' 
tion, as is seen from the Sniti and Smriti. 

In ihs Panchl^i VidyS of the Chhindogya 
the result of such a meditation is said to he the 
passage after death to Brahmaloka hy the path of 
the gods (Devay&na). Bnt aurh a result is noS 
oaplicitly stated in the case of the VaisT&nara 
Vidyh. Ihe question is whether through this 
Vidyft also one govs after death along the Devayknn 
or not. This Sutra says that nil werahippers of 
thu Svagunn Brahman, whatever their Vidyls, go 
utter deotb by this path. For so it is seen from the 
Sruti nud Smriti. "TIiosq who meditate thus 
(through Piinchilgiii Vidyt) nncl also those who 
nierlitate in the forest endowed with Sraddhl nod 
Tnpns go by the path of the gods" (€hh. 3. 10. 1). 
This text clearly shows that those who meditate 
upon these five fires, nnd (hooe dwellers in the 
foreat who, endowed with faith and austerity, 
W'orship (he Sogima Brahman through imy other 
Vidyl, both go by the path of the gods. For th'i 
support of this riew by the Smriti see Git& 8- 20. 
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Topic 20; Porftctod-souU mag he rehom for the 
fulfilment of $one divine 

11 II 

^ 1‘^'V *> inusion ia not (iilfllUd 
•nNfe: (there u coiTwre*)) exbtenee MlfwwftwiH. oi 
those who have » musion to folfil. 

. 32. Of those who have a mission to 
fulfil (there is corporeal) existence, so long 
as the mission is not fulfilled. 

Bishi Aptntaratania was horn n^tin as \jtaa. 
Sanatlrumara wu bom u Sknnda. So also othe;- 
RUbis likt yotishtha and Ntrada were bom again. 
Now tbm Riahis had attained the knowledge of 
Brahman, and yet they had to be rebewa. If that 
is so, what is the utility of such knowledge of 
Brahman f—says the opponent. This Sntra refutes 
it and says that ordinarily a person after attaining^ 
Knowledge is not reborn, Rut the rase of thooe 
who have a divine mission to fulftl is different. 
Thow perfecte<1 sages have one or more births xuitil 
their Diissioa is fidfllled, after which they are not 
born again. But then they never com* under tho 
sway of ignorance although they may be rehom. 
Their case is analogous to tliai of a Jivanmukta, 
who even after attaining Knowledge rontinuea his 
corporeal existence as long ns the Pr&rabdba 
Karma lasts- The divine minion of these people 
is oompnreble to the PrSrabdhn Karma. 
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J'opic 20.' Th4 n«Qat*ce of Brak^ 

man mtntionfd m vortotM t»xU art to b« 
t» alJ meditations on Brahman. 

fi3;w*i.ii II 

Of th« conoeptiona of the (oeiJAUve) 
attribates of the Immutablo (Brfthman) 9 
oombiofttioo «WHWJlWRI*l on nooouat of tba nmiUr- 
(of dfifiaiDg Bnboum throagh deoiala) and the 
ob)Act (vif. Immutable Cabman) beiiq; the aame 
aa in tbe caae of tho Upawd (ofTerioga) ^ it 
793^ haa been wid (by Jaimioi). 

3B. But the conceptions of the (nega- 
tivo) attributes of the Immutable (Ha¬ 
inan) are to be combined (from different 
texts where the Immutable Brahman is 
treated, in ail meditations on the Immut¬ 
able Brahman, as they form one Vi^4), on 
acootlDt of the similanty (of defining the 
Immutable Brahman throivh denial^ and 
the object (the Immutable Brahman) being 
tbe same, as in the case of tbe UpasM 
(offerings). It has been said (by Jaimini in 
I^irva Mim&ros&). 

‘*0 Oftrgi, the knowen of Brshmoo uy dii^ 
Immutable (Brohmsa) u that. It U ueitber xnwa 
nor minute, neithei' short tinr long” etc. 


I.S.—25 
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<BrUi. 3. 8. 6). Again we have, "The eupteuie 
knowledge ia that by which the Iintantable (Brah¬ 
men) ie attained. That which u impeiceivablt', 
ungraapable" etc. (Hn. 1. 1. 6-6). The quoslinu ia 
whether the negatiTe aitributea in theae two taxte 
are to be combined w a» to form onu Vidyi, or 
the; are to be treated aa two eeparate Vidyfta. The 
opponent holda that tbeee attribntaa do not directly 
epeoify the nature of Brahman like the poaitive 
nttribntee, blias, tmth, etc., and lo the principle 
establiahed in Sntra 8. 3. 11. doea not apply hrre, 
for no parpoae ia eerred hy euoh a combiuiition. 
Ho each denial ia valid only for the text in whi(.‘h 
it oocnre and not for other placea. Tbia the Sutra 
refutes and says that such denials are to be com¬ 
bined, for the method of teaching Brahniuu 
throngh denial is the same, and the object of ins- 
inictioa is also the same, vii. the Immutable 
Brahman. The rule of Sutra S. 3. 11 applies here 
also, though there we were ooncemed with poaitiTe 
nttributea and here with negative attribatee which 
teach Brahman by an indirect method. The case 
is analogous to the Upasad offerings. The hfnn- 
tras for giving theae offerings are found only in 
the Sima-Yeda. Bat the prieata of the Yajur- 
Yeda use this Mantra given in the other Vrd«. 
Thie principle is decided by 7aimini in Pnrva 
Mim&msS. Similarly here also in the meditation 
on the Immutable (Brahman) the n^ative attri- 
biitoi have to be combined. 
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Topiti ml: HHmLitiiK •l.J.l otul Kathn 1.3,1 
form one Vidpu. 

II 

On ACCfiunt nf «lo»»eribi»e n» thi* 

tniich. 

34. because (the same thing) is des¬ 
cribed as such and such- 

“Two birds of beautiful plumage . . . one of 
tliF.ni Fats the aveet and bitter fruits thereof, the 
other witneesee without eating*’ (Ifu. 3. 1. 1). 
Again we have, “There nre tbi* two . . . enjo 3 riiig 
the iTMultK of their good deeds" rtr. (Kuth. J. 8. 1). 
Ill tht^> two testA do wo liiive two different 
Vidyia, or one only? The uiipouent holds that 
these nre two Vidyhs, for unlike the meditation on 
the immutable, where the ubjont of meditation 
wuN ime, OB shown in the prerions 3utra, here 
there ora different objects of meditatioo. That it 
is so is clear, for of the texts cited above, tbe 
Mundaka text says only one eats the bruit, wfafle 
thf other does not; in Kathn. however, both of 
them enjoy the results of thvir good actions. 8o 
iho nbjeot of meditation is not identical. The 
•Sutiu refutes it and says that they form one Vidyt, 
for both describe the same 1<ord ns existing thus 
null tJius, t.s. in the form of the Jiva. In other 
words, the abject of the two lexis is to teach about 
ihe Supreme Bmhmaii nnd «hcrw the identity of 
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Tidy&B, beeauM the aiuwen i^ven being different, 
the objects referred to mont be «lifferent. The 
Sntra refutes this and wys that the object is one, 
the Supreme Self, for it is iinpoeriblu to onnoeirc 
two Selves Ihmqk lumiiltiiiu'oaaly tlie iniienntist of 
nil in the Mune b«ly, eveii ns none of the five 
elements uonstituting the body ran be the inner- 
most of nil in the true m'lise of the term, though 
relatively one idement rnu be inside another. 
Similarly one Self nlone ran be the innermost of 
nil. Therefore the wime Self is taught in both the 
nnswera. 

•Jfwitll %?! > 5f, 

SHWI Otherwise thu repetition caunot 

bo acoonnted for ^ it be said fi not so 
?fI^?l.liko another inetniction (in the Chhindogya). 

36. If it be said (that the two Vidy&s 
are separate, for) (^erwise the repetition 
cannot be accounted for, (we say) not so; 
(it is) like (the repetition) in another 
instruction (in the Chh&ndogya). 

An objection is raised that unlm the two 
texts refer to two ilifferent Selves, the reiictition 
(if the wuur subjert would be mraningleut. This 
Sutm Miys that it is not like that, llie repetition 
hue a ngnificanev. It is intended -to make the 
student understand Ihr subject more ranvinoingly 
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frcnu (lijferont anffles. and m tho rapvtition doM 
■ot justify OB to take that two* different SoWee are 
taught here, even as the repetition of the teaching 
'Thou art Tha*' nine timioi does not entitle us to 
take the whole teaching in the Chhindogya as 
more than one VidyA. Tbp difference in answer is 
due to the fact that the stMumd answer tells some> 
thing special about the Self. In the first it is 
taught that the Self is diffemut from the body; in 
the second, that It is bey<n«d relatWe attributes. 

Tttpiv X‘i: Thr StHti eujmns renijtroeat uiedi/»- 
tim in Ait. At. 2. 2. 4. C mul not ‘martlji one way. 

II It 

Reciprocity (of uieditations) (the 

scriptures) prescribe (this) % for in other 

cases. 

37. (There is) reciprocity (of medita- 
tion), for the scriptures prescrite this, as 
in ewer cases- 

In the Aiturs^'u Araiiyaka wo have, “What I 
am. that Ho is; what He is, thot aiu 1“ (2. 2. 4. 6). 
The question here is whether the meditation is to 
be of a reciprocal nature. i.r. identifying the wor¬ 
shipper with the being in the sun, and then, 
inrenely,. identifying the being in the sun with 
the worshipper: or only in the first nsmed way. 
The opponent holds that the meditation ia to be 
one way only and not in ilie reTerae way also. 
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Pov the first mediUtickB has a tnentting, i&asmaeh 
M it raisM the Jiva to the level of Brebaiea, 
but loweriag Brahstan to the Jiva state ta meaaiag- 
lc*s. The present Sutra refutes this viev and 
sajB that the meditatioii is to be both ways, for 
otherwise such a statement would be useleos. Sruti 
ezpreealy preecribee the reverse meditatioii, even 
as it preecribee alaewhere that the Lord is to be 
meditated upon ae having true determination 
(Satya Sankalpa) and eo on. This is not lowering 
Brahman, since He who has no body can be wor¬ 
shipped even as posaeaaing a form. 

Ttrpu i4: HrihadArMjfuka d. 4. I. and d. d. X 
trout of one VidyS about Sotya Brahman. 

^ II V II 

« tp Thr same (Satya-Vklyi) Si borauac UWW- 
(attributes like) Sotya etc. 

:iK. The same (Satya-Vidy& is tauAbt 
ill both places), b^use (attributes like) 
Sutya eU-. (are seen in both places). 

In the Brihad&ianyaka 6. 4. 1 we have. “He 
who knows thie great, adorable, firet bom (being) 
as the Satya Brahman, conquers these worlds." 
Again in 6. 6. 2 we have, “That which is Satya is 
that son—the being who is in that orb and the 
being who is in the right eye ... he destrt^ 
rviU.” Arr Uie.«t> twn SatTn-Tidyfia one or different? 
The Sntra says that they are one, inasmuch as the 
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Mftmd text refeni to the Satya of the earlier text 
by mying, “That which U Satya” etc. But it may 
be said that the reault of theee two meditatiooa ia 
differout, aa ia seen from the texta: In the firKt it 
ia aaid that auch a jieraeu nonquera theae worlda, 
aod iu the aecoad, that he deatroya eriJa. In 
reality, bowever, there ia only one result in Imth 
<*aaee, and the mention of result in the latter cuae 
ia merely by way of praiar of the further inKlmo- 
tioii given about Satya. 

Titjiic 26: AiirUmtf^ iNeNtiionefi tw Chh. J. 1 
uml Brih. 4. 4. 22 ar» to he oombmod on- account 
of a numbor of conrmon foaUtrot m both t/us toxtt. 

BTTORrf^Wl: n 11 

wRA (IWe) (leaira etc. ^tFCST in the other tTB 
(tboee mentioned) in the other ^ and awR|af|^*yj. on 
acoouat of the abode etc. 

30. fQi^ities like true) desire etc- 
(meotionea in the Chh&ndogya are to be 
inserted) in the other (*.«. in the Brihad- 
ftranjraka) and (those mentioned) in the 
other (s. 0 . in the Brihad&ranyaka are ^ilso 
to be inserted in the Chh&ndogya), on 
account of the abode etc. (being the same in 
both). 

In the Cbhindugya 8. 1. 1 we have, “There is 
Ihn city of Brahman and in it the palace«like lotni 
nnd in that the small ether . . . That is the 
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S«lf” etc. Agniu iu Uie Urihad&rnnyak» 4.,4. 22 
-we bavo, “That birtlileM 8«lf which U idea* 
iifled with the intelieicl . . . liet m the ether 

that ie within the beurt.” The quMliou U whether 
the two oonetitiitc one Vidya und hence the perti- 
cnlan ore to be coiabined. ur nut. The Sutra eays 
that they form one Vidyh, and the qualitiee men¬ 
tioned in each are to be, emnbine^ in the other, (or 
many pointe are cuuunon to both. There ie the 
enm« abode, the ume Lord ie the object of medi¬ 
tation, and BO-on. There is, however^ one difler- 
ence between the two tezta. The Cbhiado^H. 
treats of the Sogumi Brahman while the Brihad- 
.hronyoka treats of the ^irgauu Brahman. But 
then OS the Saguna Braliniau ie in realify one with 
the Nirguna, this Sutm preurribea rombination of 
qualitie* for glorifyinir Bmhinitn, nnd not for the 
purpoee of ’UpAeanA. 

Tnpiv jJff; Priiiiiiytiikflni Mnii W iiinieTeeA 
vn daji$ of fast. 

(i Vo )i 

91^1^ On account <>f I lie nutin’t idmwii 
tbero can be no omianon. 

40. On account of the r«apect tibown 
(to the Pr&nftgnihotra by the Srnti) there 
•can be no omission (of this act). 

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

In the Taisv&neru Tidya of the Chhlndogya 
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tho UpAtiiAii, beiore be take* kie weele it oeked first 
to offer food to each of the Pr&iiae, eayiDg, '*To 
Prtoa I offer this." The Smti attaches such ub.> 
portonce to this Prfinuf^ihotm that it enjoins food 
to be offered to the Prloxas even before entertaining 
gueete, whom all Hindns are supposed to attend 
before they take anj food. The question is whether 
this Frinignihotra is to be obserred even on days 
of fasting.' This Sutra says that there should be 
no omission of it, and so it must be observed even 
(lu fast days by sipping at least a few drops of 
water, since the Sruti attaches such importance 
to it. 


dHfwdid:, 11 

When food la served *13: from that en^ 
Vm3.for so (the Sruti) doolaree. 

41. When food is served, from that 
(the Pr&n&gnihotra is to be performed), 
lor 80 (the Srati) declares. 

This refutes the view expressed in the last 
Sutra and says that the FrfinAgnihotra need not be 
performed, on fasting days, for the Sruti says, 
"Therefore the first food which comes is meant for 
Homs. And he who offers that first oblation should 
offer it to Prina, saying Svhhft" (C!hh. 5. 19. I). 
The importance given by the Smti is only to the 
effect that the first portion of the food, on those 
days when it is taken, should be offered to tb» 
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Pr4uAi, And not that it ahouid be obeerred evao on 
faatin; day*. 

'ftrpir JT; Up&uiHiU in amnctitiun loith 

certtun »afri/ie«i are not paru of ihatn and honeo 
are not ineoparablj/ eonnaoted vith them. 

*»!3q II V® H 

No mle about the inviolabilitjr 
of that that beinKMon (front tlto Sruti) 

Keparato % for todllW oon-obutmciioD rrault. 

42 . There is no rule about the inviola¬ 
bility of that. (t.e. Upftsan&B connected 
with certain sacrifices); that is seen (from 
Uie Smti itself); for a separate effect 
(belongs to the Up&san&s), 012. non-obstruc¬ 
tion (of the results of the sacrifice)- 

The quMtion whether certain TTpiaanua mcn^ 
tioned with eomo aavrificcs um pert of tlioae i>aeri- 
ficBB and tberefor* inseparably conaected with 
thorn, is talcan up for dtseuMioii. This Sutra says 
that such UpSsanIs do not form a part of the saoii- 
fice, for there is no rule as to their insoparability. 
On the other hand the scripture clearly says (bat 
the sacrifice can be performed with or without 
them. "Therefore both he who knows this, and he 
who does not, perform the sacrifice” (Chh. 1. 1. 10). 
See also (^hh. 1. 10. 0- The Sruti, moreover, men¬ 
tions a separate effect of the TTpflsanls apart from 
that of the sacrifice. nqn-obatra'.tion (i.e. 



BRAHMA'SLTTRAS 


[3.3.43 


3U8 

•eiihiinctimeat) of the resultfl of the saorifico. “Tbi.* 
juwtrificA wlkich o mnn perfomu with knowledge etc. 
u more puwerfnl*’ (Ghh. 1, 1. 10). It mcniu tlut 
the origtiuU werifioe would have got its own resulU. 
but the Upfbuinl enhawoee thoee rueulte. 8o the 
rosulta of the cocrifice with or without the Up&eanA 
ore different. Therefore the Uptaant doei 
not form pert of the eacrifice, and hence may 
or may not be performed according to the plenexire 
•of the eacrilicer. Non-obetmotion may be ex¬ 
plained thns: The sacrihee without the UpftaanA 
wniild have had the preecribed i-eenltB, but the 
'Upeflauh preventa any obatruetim to thoee reeults. 
ThiH, however, doea not make it a part of the eacrt- 
fice. Sometimes the reaulta of the eacrifice are 
• delayed owing to the intervention of^ any bad 
Kama of the aacrificer, but the Up&aanft deetroy* 
-the effect of that, and the reeulta are attained 
earlier. Here, however, the aarrifioe does not 
-depend tipon the Uplaani for ita reaulta, though 
they might have bean delayed. Hence thu Uplaanft 
iH not n part of the aocridee, nnd ia therefore 
•optional. 

Tfiftir MnUUiUitH* •»» \ ajfH mul i*rima nTf 
in br krfH. xrfmmlr in «/ (hr ent^viiol onennt 

(Write two. 

in the cam of the ofTeringa exactly 
-fPIthAt has tven stated. 
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43. (The meditations on V&yu }Lud' 
Pr&na are different owing to their diffeix-nt 
functions, though the two are essentially 
one); ^ (it is) exactly as in the case of the 
offering (of cakes to Indra the ruler, the- 
monar^, and the sovereign separately). 
This has been stated (by Jatniiui in Purva 
Mim&msi-Sutras). 

In the. SamTargB Tid3ri of thv Chbindogyit. 
ineditatioa on Priu with r«f»r«arr to tb» 
nnd on Vftyu with nferencv tu ibr ftodA in pmu 
cribed. Kew many teste declare that Pr&na and 
V&yu are one in eMenci*. Ki« the uppooeut hnld« 
that the two meditatimu inn he iiimhiued. The- 
Sutra refuted the riew and Haye that they are to he 
kept apart, in spite nf the non>difFerenee in nature 
of y&yu and Pr&im; for their fniK-tinns due to their 
different abodes are different. Juol as ublatinns ar; 
eoparfttely (riven to Tndra the ruler, the inouareb. 
and the sovereian nmmlinii to his ilifferent oapa* 
eities, though hr is one (rotl; so the meditations <m 
V&yu and Pninn hare to he hopi apart. This pria* 
ciple is i>stahlished by Jsiniini in Pnrra 
Mim&msA. 

Tupif iU: Thr frrt in »/ (A.* 

BrihadArcntyakn nre wot port of the Mtrrificin} art. 
hut constitute a seporote Vidyd. 

ffft: II W II 

On ftoeount of the sbiindaooe cf 
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itKliatorj- nMrk«<ni.tt (aii iruU>'St4>r)-tinrk) % fiv 
is atrongo* that sA abo. 

44. On account of the abundance of 
indicatory marks (the Ares of the mind, 
«p6^, etc. in the Agnirahasya of the 
vftjasaneyins do not form part of the 
sacrifice), for it (an indicatory mark) is 
stronger (than the context). That also (has 
been stat^ by Jaimini). 

In Agniraluaya of the Satapatha Br&hmann 
<'ortain fine, namacl aftur iniad, speech, eyes, etc. 
are mentioned. The qxitwtioa is whether these fomx 
pari of the sacrifice mentioned therein, or form an 
independent Tidyi. The Sntru says that in spite 
of the prinuT facie Tiew which orieee from the con¬ 
text. theee constitute nn independent Tidyi. For 
there are many indicatoi'y marks to show that theee 
fires form a Tidyfi; an<) indicatory marks are more 
forceful than the emitext. according to Purrs 
'Mim&msft. 






Alteriintive forms of the one tnentinniKl 
firat on seconnt of tho context ought to 

be ibvr part of the eaoriflco HPHSfl, liko the imnginsry 
drink. 


45. (The fires spoken of in the pre¬ 
vious Sutra are) alternative forms of the 
one mentioned first (».<r. the aetnal sacri- 
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ficial tire) on account of the context; (they) 
ought to be part of the sacrifice like tl^ 
imaginary drink. 

Tht* oppuuent raifteA a fn-iOi tibjentiun. lit n 
certain sacrifioe a Soina drink it offered to Prajt- 
pati, wherein the Mirth is refrarded as the onp and 
the aea as the Soma. This is a mental act only, 
nnd yet it forms a part of the sacrifice. So theae 
firee also, though mental. s.a. imaginary, are yet 
part of the eaenfice. and not an independent Tidyl, 
hecaose of the context. They are rather an elter* 
natixe form of the firet-mentioned actual fire. 

II Vfi 11 

On aoronnt <»f the nxteneioii (of the 
attribntes of the first to theea firos) ^ and. 

46. And on account of the extension 
(of the attributes of the actual fire to these 
imaginary fires). 

The uppoiient gives a fiii'ihvj' reason in suppon 
of hie view. The Sniti in that paesago aftrihatae 
all the qnalitiee of die actual fire to these imaginary 
firos. Hence they are part of the eaeriflee. 

fiWT VidyS iodet-d g but boeaiisr 

(the Sruti) aBS«srta it. 

47. But (the fires) rather form a 
Vidyfi, because (the Sruti) asserts it. 
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‘Bat’ Mfutex tlie TIi« atiy» 

tliMt tlie fitM conatittits n VidjA. fifr tUi* text aaaerto 
that “They nr* made of kium-ledf^e only," and that 
“By Icnnwledfre nnd they iirr made f<tr 

him." 


II Vd II 

iWaiiae (nf the indicatory marka) ihnu ^ 

and. 

48. And liecaufle (of the indicatory 
marks) seen. 

The indicatory marka iin* llMite rdfemtd to in 
Sntra 44. 



Barw: im« 


of tlio anattcr foni- of tlie 
8roti etc. (^. ioditntory mark aitd synCa<-ti<'aI 
connection) ^ and W SPf: cannot ho refuted. 


49. And because of the greater foroe- 
of the Sruti etc. (i.s. indicatory mark and 
syntactical coniiectioo), (the view that the 
fires constitute a Vidy&) cannot be refuted. 

The Srnti directly Mya, “All theeo fires aro 
kiadlod with knowledge alone.*' The indicatory 
mark ia this: “All beizign kindle these firea for 
liim, even when he is ualeep." Thia continnity of 
the firea indicates that they an mental oniM. An 
nctoal sacrifice is not rontinned dnrinj; «i1eep. The 
syutacties) connection is: “Throoirh meditation 
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ftIon« ar« tKese Are* of the wonbippor kiadled.’* 
TheM throe are more forcible than mere ooatext. 

»y»5*i:t|Ko|| 

From the conoeetion and eo on 
(oxienaiQo etc.) oven •• other Vidyte 

are separate CS: (it is) soen ^ and this haa 

boon said (by Jaiiaiai). 

50. Freon the connectioD and so' on 
(extension etc.) (the fires oonstitnte a sepa¬ 
rate even as other 'VidyAs: (like the 

S&ndilya VidyA) are separate. And (it is) 
(that in spite of the context a sacrifice 
is treated as independent^ This has been 
said (by Jaimini in Purva MimAm^ 
Sutras). 

• This Sutra additioual reaseos in support 
of the visv set forth in Sutra 47. The text eon- 
iieots for purposes of Sampad TTpAsani (meditations 
based on resemblance) parts of a'saerifioe :nth men¬ 
tal activities, «.ff. “These fires are started mentally, 
thf altars are set up mentally . . < . evsrythinjr 
i nnneeted mill this iiacntioc is done . mentally.'' 
in^is is possible only if there is a sharp differenos 
between things resembling each other. 

, 'The firm form a separate Vidyfi, even as the 
Siodiljra. Vidyt, DahaHi Vidyfi, etc. fom -sdjiarate 

s.s.—20 
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Vidyit, alUtouifh mentioned nlonip with saori£ri*l 
actx. Moreoyer, it is seen in the sscrifirial portion 
of the Vedas the sacrifice Ayeehti, thoogh tnen> 
tioned along with the B&i*suya sacrifice, is yet 
regarded as an independent sacrifioe hy Jaimini 
in his Parra ICimftmaft-Sntras. 

II W 

4 Not in spite of the roscniblauvc 

nvA: for it is soon as in the case of deatii 

4 % siHpdtl: ftjT the world does not beoomr (fire 
because of certain rosorablaoces). 

51. In spite of the resemblaztoe (of tbe 
fires to the im&ginary drink, they do) not 
(form part of the sacrificial act), for it is 
seen (irom the reasons adduced that they 
constitute an independent Vidyfi); (tbe 
mental affair here is) as in the case of death, 
for the world does not become (fire because 
of certain resemblances). 

This Sutra rsfatas the argnment of the oppo¬ 
nent giran in Sutra 46. The resemblanco cited by 
the opponent (here cannot aland, for on account of 
the reasons already adduced, vis. the Sruti, indi¬ 
catory mark, etc., the firee in queetion subaerre the 
purpose of man only, and not any aacrifloo. Here 
resemblanco cannot justify the opposite riew. Any- 


t 
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thing cnn naemble anything in Mftnin iMpwte; 
•till th* things wre different. The reeemblnnoe 
«ited ia like the uonimon epithet ‘death' applied to 
fire end the being in the ran. "The being in that 
orb i« denth indeed" (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 2. 3). "Fire 
is death" (Brih. 3. 2. 10). Thiit reaerablanee can¬ 
not aake fire and the being in the ran one. Again 
we have: "This world is a fire indeed. 0 Qotama, 
the son its fu^" etc. (Chh. 6. 4. 1). Here from 
the similaritj of fuel and so on the earth does not 
nntnallp become fire. 

11 II 

From the sobeeqnent (BrAlimana) ^ and 
of the text the fact of being siich 

on aocolint of the abundance 3 ^at 
connection. 

52. And from the subsequent fBr&b- 
mana) the fact of the text (nnder disens- 
sion) being such (i.e. enjoining a separate 
vidy&) (is\nown}. But the connection (of 
the inu^nary fires with the actual fire is) on 
account of tfie abundance (of the attributes 
of the latter that are imagined in these 
fires). 

In a subsequent Bruhinnoa wr bavs, "Bj 
kiMiwIedge they ascend there when all wishes are 


BRAHMA'SUTRAS 


[3.d.&3 


4(K> 


attaiuMl. Those Kkilletl iu works tlo not go there" 
etc. Here yidy& is iiraiiwd and work deprecinted. 
From this we find ihst whet has been shown. I’M. 
that the firee (orm n Vidyi, is the injnncticm n( the' 
Sruti. The conneetinn gf the fires with the aotont 
fire is not becsuw* they form part of the sacrifice, 
bnt-because msuy of the attributes of the reol fire 
are imngined in the fires of the Vidyfi. 

h' 

' Toihc 3th The Self ii » teiwrate from 

the hcdy. 

Till n<nr the npasusds have been di.trmaei?. 
Dot the utility of these T'pisan&s depends on the 
ezisteaco of an inrlividofll npnrt from the body who 
can reap the results of the XJp&saais. In the 
absence of sudi on individnal the UptMnfis and 
even Vedinta teaching become useless. So in this 
topic*'the ezistanre of ou Atmnn apnrt fnun the 
body is taken up for disrtuiaioD. 

Some (deny) stRtR: (the existence) of an 
^tnn (besides the body) (^) (for It) 

(only) when there is .a body. 

|63. Somo (deny) (tbe existence) of an 
Atman (separate from tbe body), (for It) 
exists (only) when there is a body. 

' This Sutra (rives the view of th.o Chfirvftkas or 
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fBAteriftlisto, who deny the exwteoce of ati Atnan 
other thaa the body. They my that man is only a 
body, having oonaciouanees tor it* quality, and that 
rniuiciouAneM ia like the intoxicating property that 
IK produced when cerinin materiale are put toge- 
tber, none of which xingly ie intoxicating. They 
nrrive at thie conclusion in this way. Conecioua* 
iieee ia seen to exist only when there is a body. 
Independent of the body it U nowhere experienced. 
Hence it is only a quality of the hody. Thm- 
-Toi-e. them Is no separate Self in this body. 

srfiiiHXii 

sqSt^: Separateness for (oooscioii^ 

Sloes) does not exist eveo when there ia the Imdy R 
not (so) S 3iqB^^qf^aa in the <mso of cognition. 

54. But uot (so); (a Self) separate 
^from the body does ^ist), for (oonscious* 
ness) does not exist even when there is the 
body (after death): as in the case of 
.oognitioD. 

This Suim refutes the view exprenswl iu tk« 
previous one. Conaeicnisnces cannot bo a quality 
«f the body, for we do not find consciousness in a 
body after a person dies. So this consciouanm U a 
ijuality of something diSerent fruin und i-eaiding 
in the body. Ag[Uin the Chdrvikos iilao nempt that 
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tbe cQ^ninr is diSerant from the thia^ cogniMd. 
If sinoo we experience our bodf, we who cog- 
iiiee it most bo different from our body; uud UlL 
thing which oogniee* this body of oars in the Self, 
and Ronoeiouimeee is n quality of this Self, .rather 
its nature. 

7optc 3J; (/pdsandi connected with taorijlcial 
ocU. e.g. the Udffiilut UpSsonel, are valid for all 

Sdkhdi. 

^ 5nwf fi ii ii 

egnwj: (UpAsanie) connected with parts (of 
sacrificial acts) 3 41793 to (particular) 

SAkhts ^ because each Veda. 

55. But (the Up&san&s) connected 
with parte (of sacrificial acts are) not (res¬ 
tricted) to (particular) S&kh&s only of each 
Veda (but to all its o&kh&s), because (the 
same up&san& is deecribed in all). 

There are certain UpSeania mentioned iu con¬ 
nection with sacrificial acta, as, for example, the 
meditation on 'Om' which is connected with the 
Udgitha as Prfcna, or the meditation on the 
Udgitha as the earth and eo on. The quoetion is 
whether tbeee meditations are enjoined with refer¬ 
ence to the Udgitha and so on as belonging to a 
certain SAkhil of a Veda or as belonging to all its 
SAkhAs. The doubt arises because the Udgitha 
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aod M OQ ar» cbantod differeatl; in different 
Sakli4s, and ae tnoh they may be considered 
different. This Sutra refntee the eiew that they 
are ho reetrioted, became the text epeaka of these 
1J|)AAanls in general, and so they are one in all 
tli« branches. 

II II 

Like Mantras etc 41 or else there 

is 00 oontradictioD. 

56. Or else like Mantras eto. there is 
no contradiction (here). 

Just as Mantras etc. mentioned in only one 
Hakh& are used in another Sftkbi with respect to 
that particular rite, so also the Upftsanis oon* 
nttcted with particular rites in one S&kh& of the 
Vedn can be applied to the other S&kh&s. 

Vaitv/itutra UpdAonS u on* ontirt 
Vpdsand. 

IJS: TOT II *K* II 

On the entire form as in the case of 
saGrifice importance TO so fi for (th*- 

Sniti) shows. 

67. Importance (is given to the medi¬ 
tation) on the entire form (of Vaisv&nara) 
as in the case of sacrifice; for so (the Smti) 
shows. 
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iil'the Chhiad< 9 yn Up&nishad 6. II-IS «e 
JiaT« the VauT&unra Vidyl, the mediUtion on the 
cuemic form of- the Lord, where we are usked to 
imagine that Hu heod ia the heavena, Hie eye the 
Hun, ood Ml Ml. In thoee aectione we find diften-iit 
iveulbi mentioned for each port of the UpiaoiiA. 
For example, tlie result of meditating on His head 
as the heaTess is:-“lie eats food, sees his dear 
ones, and - has Vedic tflory in his house” 
<Chh. 5. 12. 2). Mow the question is whether the 
.Sruti here speaks only of one Upisauh on the 
whole cosmic (gnu. or ulso pieoemeal UpAsauss. 
This Sntra Hayx that it is the fonnar. The sapamte 
results mentioned for detached Up&san&s are to he 
combined into one nggre^^ate with the principal 
meditation. That the Sruti intends c^y the 
entire UpisanA is morsorer known from the fact 
that it dioeourages part TT{>hsan& in such expres¬ 
sions as ‘'Tour head would haxe fallen if you had 
not come to me” (Chh. 6. 12. 2). The case is 
similar to 4*«rtniu sncrifit’es which include aereml 
Tuiuor Acrifices, the rmnbined result of which 
oompleuw that of the main aacrihees. That only 
one entire CpAsaiii is intended is also inferml 
from the fart that the section begins thns; ''Which 
is our Self, which is the Brahman” (Chh. 6. li. 1) 
—which shows that the entire Brahman is MUigkt 
ns ths object of meditation. It ends also thus: 
“Of thnt VaifrAnnro Self Sutejas is the head” etc. 
(Chh. 6. 18. 2). ; 
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'fapic .13.- {'’arimit Vulj/iU like the SindUyA 
1 itljfd, Ditltara I'tiljfn. arul to fw art to 
teparate and not combined into one entire 
f’ pdtotid. 

^nsiT, 11 Ktf II 

*IHl DiBcreat itwiiis t* •lifferenc* of 

wordn etc. 

58. (Various Vidy&s like the S&ndiJya. 
Dahara. etc. are) different owing to differ- 
•cnce of words etc. 

la the last Sntra it wot ttbowa that thoogh 
the Srati meatioiu meditatioiLs on i>arta of the ooa- 
aiie form, yet the meditation on the eutin form it 
what ia intended-by the 8ruti. Following thia 
urgnment the o|i]Hinoot Kuye that oe the object of 
meditation U the one IxikI, we are to combine all 
the tliffereut Vidyile like the S4ntUlya Vidyl. 
l>uham Vidyh, Satya Vidy&. mid m un into one 
-compoeiU meditation on the Ixinl. ThiM Sulim 
refutee that view nnd aaye tbnt thcNe different 
Vidya* are wpairute. biK-mu« the .Sruti preeeribee 
them nung different worde, 'He know*’, him 
m««Ufnte’, 'Let him form the idea’, etc. and this 
difference of tenaa ia ncknowleilged to be a teet of 
the difference of note by I’nmi MitnSmah. ‘Etc.’ 
i-efera to other rcaaoiiM like the difference in quali* 
tiaa. Thongh the object of miHlilution ia the one 
Lford, yet owing to the difference in ijualitiee that 
.are iin.'igined in differenl t’ptUuiitii He ia diffyreat. 
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Koreorer, it ii an iiopoMibilil.T to combine all the 
>'arioiaa Yidjit into one. So the diffareut Vidyfc* 
ai'e to be kepi Mparate, and nut combined into one 
general meditation. 

Topic 34: AmoHff Vuiffth reiatinff to HraKinim 
any one alone stumlil be telected according to 
onefi choieo. 

3Tftlftr5*'l53^ II II 

ifCn: Option etMTe-^onr?!. on aoonnnt <d (all 
Yidyia) baviitg the nunc re.enlt. 

59. There is option (with respect to- 
the several Vid^fts), because the result (of 
all the Vidy&s) is the same. 

A» the reanli of all the Vidyu ia die realiaa- 
tioB ol Brahmen, it is enough if one takes np any 
one of them according to bia liking and aticka to 
it till he reaches the goal. And once Brahman is 
realised throogh one of theee Vidyka, reaorting to 
another ie naeleee. Besides, to practiae more than 
c»ne meditation at a time would only distract one's 
mind and thereby retard one’s progi-esa. Therefore 
one moat reatriot oneaelf to one particular Tidyi. 

Topic 33: ideditatiotui yieUUng tpocuU dotirrr 
fiuiy or may not be ambined according to liking. 

»iBmi,ii It 

wnr. Vidyis for i«rticnUr deairee 9 bnt 
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accordioe to odo'h drairo One imy oombinr 

^ 4f or not on accotint of the abaence 

of tho prooedlng rcasoo. 

60. But Vidy&s for particular desires 
may he combined or not according to one's 
desire on account of the absence of the 
reason (mentioned in the) previous (Sutra). 

In th* last Sutra it was said that any oim of 
tbtt VidyAa about Brahman should be t^sn up,, 
and that more than one at a time should not be 
taken up, becauae each Vidyh was quite sufficient 
ond more than one would distract the mind. Now 
there are Tarious Vidyfcs whch are practised not 
for the realisation of llrahman, but to yield swie 
particular desire. As, toi‘ example, in the Chh&n- 
dogyn 9. !•). 2; T. 1. o. The question is whether 
one ia to reslrict onaelf to only ona of these Vidyfts, 
or can practise inoi-e than one at a time. This 
Sutm says that as the results are different, unlike- 
that of the Brahma Vidyhs, one can take up more 
than one VidyS or not ncrordin^ to one’s pleasure. 

Topif -fS: MnUtntimu coniMctod vith vtrm- 
beri of tacrifi,oial act* may or may not b# oombiasd 
oecordang to liking. 

anr 3 ii ii 

With rettord to, (otodiiations) connected 
with members (of sacrificial acts) iW-«fFWHW' it is as 
with (the membon) with which they arc oonnected. 



414 


BRAHMA-SUTRAd 


L8.3.63 


61. With r^ard (to meditations) 
•connected with members (of sacrificial acts) 
it is as with (the members) with which they 
are connected. 

Satra* 61^ give the view o{ the opponent. 
Different inetractions connected \rith e aacrifice 
■u-e mentioned in the different Vedas. Now the 
scriptures thenuelves say that uU these members 
mentioned in the different Vedas ore to be corn* 
bined tor the due perfonnanoe of the main one. 
The question now is, what is the rule to be followed 
with respect to the Uplsanhe connected with these 
nifiiibenP This }<utra Hays Unit the sanie i-uKi 
whiidt applies to the members applies also to the 
r])4sauu!4 cotinixrteil with tlieni. In .other words, 
.all thoM DpSsauis ore nlw to be combined. 

^ 5 ? 11 

From the ininnetion of the Sriiti ^ and. 

62. And from the injuncticm of the 
Sruti. 

Even as Uie members are scattered in the 
•different Vedas, so are also the meditations con¬ 
nected with them. There is no difference as 
regards the ininnetion of the i^ti with reapeot to 
^these meditations. 

H 

63.. On account of the rectification. 

A further reaeon is given by the opponent. 
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“Now TBrily Ibut whirh Lt i» 'Om’. 

aud tliBt which u ‘Oin' in Trdgithu. (If oim know»- 
this) then from the seal («.o. through pntper (use- 
tioning) of the Rotri (he) rectifiee all defectiTe 
singing (of the XTdg&lri)'’ (Chh. 1. 6. 6). Here it 
is oaid that the mistakes committed by the Hdghtri 
(chanting pricat of the SSnin-Veda) are rectified by 
the recitation of the Hotri (inroking priest of the- 
Rig'Yeda), which ehows that the meditations, 
though they hit giren in tlio different Tedas, are 
yet interlinked. So nil of them hare to be 
obearred. 

n fil# II 

■1*1 tlimiiV uD* From Uuj Smti declaring the feat¬ 
ure *Om’ ae being coroinoii to all the Vedae ^ and. 

64. And from the Sruti declaring the 
syllable ‘Om’ which is a common feature (of 
tne Udntha Vidytl), to be comnuxi to all 
the Ve^. 

“Through this duw the Vttlir VidyS proceed” 
(Chh. 1. 1. 9). This is Mud with reference to the 
syllable Thn*. which is t-ommoii to all the Vedo* 
nnd all the ITpSsnnis in them. This shows that ae 
the abode of all Yidyie is common, so are the 
Tidy&e that abide in it. nnd therefore nil of them 
are to be obeerred. 

^ II II 

■I fl Rather not their oorrelation 

not being meiAion«l by the Smti. 



416 


BRAHMA'SUTRAS 


1.8.3.66 


65. (The ineditationa ooDoected with 
members of sacrificial acts are) rather not 
(to be combined), as the Smti does not say 
that they ore so correlated. 

Thia and tk« following Sntm give tho oonclu- 
eion. The rule for combining the uutructionB 
regarding eacrifloes that are scattered in all the 
Vedu oannot he applied with reaped to the 
UpSaanhs connected with them. In the former 
caM, if the instruction* are not combined, the 
eaerificb itself will fail. Bnt not so if the UpflsanAii 
are not practised, for I'^pasanl* only enhance the 
results of the sacrifice. (Vide 3. 3. 42). They are 
not inseparable from the sacrifice. So they may 
•or may not he practised. 

II 

^^<t.Be«anM the Srttti says so ^ and. 

66. And because the Smti says so. 

"Tlie Brihrniin (superintending priest) who 
knows this protects the sairifttw. the sacrificer. and 
nil the othn priests*’ (Chh. 4. 17. 10). This shows 
that th‘« scriptures do not intend that all the 
meditations should go t^^ther. If it were so. 
then nil the priests would know nil of them and 
there is no sense in the Sruti distinguishing the 
qualified superintending prieei from the rest. 

The meditations, therefore, may or may n'd he 
•HMiihiniHl nerording to one's taste. • 



CHAFTER Til 


SSCriQK IT 

In l«tt section were discoseed tlu Vidjes, 
.the means to the kaowledf^e n{ Brahman. This 
motion discnsses whether this knowledge o( Brah¬ 
man is ctninected with ritnalistio work through the 
agent, or whether it independently aerres the pur¬ 
pose of man (Purushirtha). Han tries to attain 
the fulfilment of his desiree, discharge of duties, 
acquisiti<m of wealth, and Idberaticm. The ques¬ 
tion is whether knowledge of Brahman serree any 
of these purposes, or is merely oonnected with 
sacrificial acts in so far os it imparts to the agent a 
certain qualification. 

Topic 1: Knowledge of Brahman tii not swhor- 
dinate to tacrificuil acie. 

II t II 

Parp-)ee of man Wt from ihie from 
the scriptures thus (ssyi) Bedarlyena. 

1. From this (reaulta) the purpose of 
man, because of the scriptures; thus (says) 
B&darftyana. 

Bidarftyana basing his arguments on ths Sruti 
texts snys that ths knowledge of Brshman offeets 
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num'a iiighaat porpow uiul u not a part of !«u-ri- 
ficial acts. It lea^ to Liberation. The ecripturufc 
authority referred to ia texts like: “The knower 
of the Self gow beyond grief’' (Chh. 7. 1. 3); “He 
who knows that Supreme Brahman beoomM indeed 
Brahman” i(Ma. 3. 2. d); “The knower of Brah¬ 
man attains the Highest” (Taitt. 2. 1). 







aconunt of bcinf supplemeatery (to 
ucriAcial acte) arc mere praise of the 

agent wr even ss 'o other oases thus (ea>'s) 
Joimini. 


2. Becauiie (ti>e Self} is supplement¬ 
ary (to sacrificial act^, (the fruits of the 
knowledge of the Self) are mere praise of 
the agent, even as in other cases; thus says 
Jaimini. 


According to Juimiut the Yedae merely prea> 
rribe nets to attain cartaiu purpoees including 
Liberation, and nothing more. He argues that the 
knowledge of the Self dose not yield any indepen¬ 
dent reenlts, os Vedfintn holds, but is couneeted 
with the acta through the agent. No (me under¬ 
takes a sacrificial act nnlesa be is conscious of the 
fact that he is different from the body and that 
after death he will go to heaven, where he. will 
enjoy (he resulta of his Hscrifioes. Texts dealing 
with Self-knowledge serve merely to enUghten Uie 
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Ag«nt and so ore sul>ordimite tu mmficitl noU. 
Tb« frailn^ liowt^rer. wkick tlio VedAnta testa 
<leclor« with regard tn SeU-knfiwl«^lge are roerely 
pmiae, even a« teste declare aut’h reunite by way ot 
pniae with reepcct to othinr inattm. Iti ihort. 
Jiiiniiiu hnlcln that by tbv knowledge that his Self 
will ontlive the body, the ngeiit bcrnmea qualified 
for sncrificial artiona, cTen us oilier things becoino 
fit in sacriflcea tlirongh purifirutury cereniouies. 

• 

n ^ n 

BccaiiMi of thr conduct found (from 

the scriptures). 

3. Because we find (from the script' 
lires such) conduct (of men of realization^ 

"Jonaka, emperor ot Videhu |>«rfum)«d a. 
Bucriftce in which gifts wore freely dUtribnted” 
(Vrih. S. 1. 1); “I am going to {terform a sacri¬ 
fice, sire*' (Chh. f>. 11. 6). Now both Janaka and 
As^ikputl wore knowcn uf the Keif. It by this know¬ 
ledge of the Sell they liud attniued Liberation, 
there was no need far tlicui to perform mrrifires. 
But the two tests quoted show that they did per¬ 
form eacrificaa. This proves that it is through 
anortfioial acta itiuiui thut one uttuins Liberation, 
nud not through the knowledge nt the Self, as the 
Vedfintins hold. 

B.8.—27 
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I) » 11 

Beaiiao the euriiitnres directly decUfo 

tlMt. 

4. That {ciz. that knowledge of the 
Self stands in a subordinate Nation to 
sacriiicial acta) the scriptures directly 
declare. 

“Tluit nloue trlticb ia perframecl iritk know* 
Isdge, faith, luul meditation bocomea powerfur’ 
<Chh. 1. 1. 10): Tbia text clearly ebowe -that 
1cnowh«d:r« i« a part n< the sacrificial act. 

H II 

5. Because the two (knowledge and 
wctfk) go ttmther (with the depajrting soul 
to produce we results). 

"It is followed by knowledge, work, and past 
experience" (Brib. 4. 4. This text ebows that 
knowledge and work go together with the eoul and 
prodooe the eflWt which it ii deetined to enjoy, 
Knowledge independently ia not able to prodnce 
any aoch effect. 

II ^ II 

For eiicli (ae know the purport of the Vcdae) 
bocniiee (the eeripturee) enjoin (work). 

6. Because (the scriptures) enjoin 
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(work) for siich (iw know the purport of the 
Vedas). 

The •cripture«( rujuin work only fiw thine who 
iiATe a knowledge of the wliirh iitclttrlee the 

kiiowlwlge of the Self. Kcnce Kinnrletlge dm itoi 
indepeDilenUy ptmIuoo nny reeult. 

fJnmm ii » ii » 

^qur^Ou account of iHreecrihcd i-ntca ^ and 

7. And ou account of prescribed rules- 

''I'erformiag world here lot n uino wUh to lire 
a hundred years’’ (I«. 2); ‘‘.k^rnihotni u n aacri' 
fioo lasting up to old age ond denih; for through 
old age one is freed from it or throngh deoth” 
(Sat. Br. 12. 4. 1. IV .From sm-h prearribed rule* 
nisn we find that knnwioilgo standu in a rahofdiuate 
rointion to work. 

TPTTBTwdw?, ii i ii 

Bstyioso (the ai-riiHtirca) teach (the 
Supreme Self to bo) sumothiitg orer and above g 
blit Badaiiyaim'x (view) t^sneh t. r. cor¬ 
rect for that (s seen (from the acriptoroiO. 

8. But becftuflc (the ftcripturea) tench 
(the Supreme Self to be) other (than the 
ngent). BAdarAyaiia’n (view in) correct: for 
that in seen (from the scriptures). 

Sutras 2>7 give the view of the Mimkwukas, 
which is refuted in Bntras 8-17. 
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Thi* Vecliitta t«xtii ilo not tenrb the limitctU 
Mtif, whirh is the sRcut. hot the Kupremc Selt^ 
which is different from the n^ent. llius the know- 
ledfre of the Self which the VedSntn texts declare 
is different fruoi thnt kuowirdire of the self whiclk 
fln n^iti poeseesee. Hi* knowledge of such n Self, 
which is free from nil limitiug ndjnncts, not only 
doe* ^ot help, hot puta an end to nil notions. 
That the 'Ve^nta tutu teoch the Supreme Self is 
clear fitmi sach texts ns the following: "He who 
perreirrs nil and knnnn all" (Hu. 1. 1. 9); 
"Under the mighty mie of this Imnintnble.. (k 
Girgi" etc. (Brih. 8. 8. 0). 

3^ £i|ual 3 but declarations of the Srutf. 

0. Hut the declarations of the Sruti 
equally support both views. 

This Sutra refntc* tho viuw expressed in 
Sntni 8. There it wun sliuwn' that Jannkn and 
others even after attaining Knowledge were eu- 
gogetl in work. I'hhi Snim says that ncriptnitiK 
authority equally supports the wiew that for. one- 
who has nttaineil Kuowletlge there is no work. 
"Knowing thi* rery .Self the Kr&lunnnas renounce 
the desire for mus. for WMiltb, and for the worlds, 
and lead n mendirnnt life" (Brih. 8. G. 1). We 
also see from the scriptures thnt knnvrers of the 
Self like Ytjnnvalkyu gave up work. " 'This 
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<imcb inde«il in (the ntcuus uf) immortality, my 
tUnir.' Stiyintjf thm YAjuiirtilkyn lt(t Iionu" 
4. o. 16). Th« wni-k oftfamikM utul othen 
w»4 cluimvteruied by ii«>u*n(tw'hiDMit, out! na liucb 
it wiot )>rui-tiiiilly no work-; mi tbr Minmin^ nt-gu* 
nii'iit U waok. 

II U II 

10. (The declaration of the scripture 
referred to iu Sutra 4) ia not univei^Iy 
true. 

Tbe ileclaifttion ot the Srati tbat knovled^ 
HMthnuct.'K tli« fruit uf l1i<i ■mcritii'** dunt not refer to 
-nil kuowlet^te, na it is connected only trith tbe 
Til;rit1ia, whicli in the tojiic of tbe section. 

fiwm: II n It 

(wit; (Tborn is) tUvisinu of knnwloilso ami work 
aa in tlte caac of a Imndml (di\*itl<!d betwoen 
4wo i)Gr«otis). 

11. (There is) division of knowledge 
4ind work, as in the uaac of a hundrra 
(divided Iwtween two Iversons).' 

Thu Sutra refutea Sutra 0. “It ia followed 
1>y kuoirl«h(Vi work, and )iiut ciperieiiiW- (Brib, 
-4. 4. 3). Here we faa^-w to tiike kimwlHlgr and 
■work in n diitrihutire xciur, imuiiiu^ that know* 
Imitfo fidlowx mu* iind work iinotlirr. .Iu.xt ns when 
u-y .Miy 0 liundn*«1 Iw (rivcii to t]icM> two iierwins. 
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uv divide it iuto two hulvni imiiI irivv nt<-h 
iiiau fifty. Th«r« U nn conibiuation ot Uw two. 
£v«s witlioat tbff explaaitinn Sutra & can W 
refuted. Fpr the text quoted refen only to know- 
led^ and work, which ooncem the transmigrating 
soul, and not an emancipated soul. For the 
IMisMisre, “Thus does the ninu who deeiree (trans¬ 
migrate)” (Brih. 4. 4. 6) shows that the previona 
text refers to the transmigrAting self. And of the 
emoncipated sonl Srati says, “Bat the man who 
never desires (never transmigrates)’’ etc. (Brih. 

4. 4. 0). 

arMpidstma: ii || 

12. (Th« acripturen enjoin work) onty 
on those who have read the Vedas. 

This Satn refntos Satm C. 

Those who have read the Vedas and known 
about the socriftces are entitled to perform work. 
No work is prescribed for thnae who liavc know¬ 
ledge of the Self from the Vpanishads. Snoh o 
Laowloilge is incompatible with work. 

5|, II \\ II 

q Not 'WWll'V owinf to the absence oE any 
Bporificatioii. 

13. Because there is no special men¬ 
tion (of the JnAni, it does) not (apply to 
him). 
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Tliii Sutra refatm SnU-w 7, Thv text qaotod 
tlieni from the Im Dijanialmd u a (rau«'al aUtC' 
m«ut, and tliere ia no sperial uipiition in it tliat 
it is opplicabie to a Jniini alan. In tlic tibaance of 
aucii a specification it ia not biiidiiiir on bim. 

n II 

Fur tbe praiaiug (of Kiu’wIttlgtO 
IK-riuisaion 4 T or rather- 

14. Or rather the permission (to do 
work) is for praising (Knowledge). 

The isjonction to do work for the knowan of 
the Self ia for the glorification of thia Knowledge. 
The praise involved in it ia this: A knnwer of the 
Self in «7 work all his life, bat on nreonat of thia 
Knowledge he will not be bound )i,r ita effects. 

*5% II II 

Accordiog to thoir cltoii’e ^ and aoote. 

16. And some according to their choice 
(Jmve refrained from all work). 

In Sutra 8 it wai said that Jenakn and others 
were engaged in work even after Knowledge. 
Thia Satra $071 thot some have of their own 
accord given up all work. The point ia that after 
Knowledge some iDa 7 chooae to work to Mt an 
example to others, while others 111 U 7 give up ell 
work. There ie no binding (n\ the knowen of the 
Self as regerds work. 
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Dastnictioii ^ cikI. 

16. And (the scriptures say that the) 
destructioD (of all qualifications for work 
results from KnowlMge). 

Knowledge dsKtroyt all {(fnorance and its 
prodocts like offent, act, aud result. "But irliea 
to tke koower of Bnihiiuiu everjrtkioj’ liss become 
tbe Self, then; what should oue see and through 
what" etc. (Brih. 4. 0. 15). The knowledpre of 
the Self it antagcaiitic to all work and so citiiuot 
poesibl; he subsidiary to work. 

II <'»ll 

To ihote who observe continence V and 

(this Asranm is mentioned} in the scriiHnrea % 
because. 

17. And (Knowled^ belong) to those 
who observe continence (t.«. to ^nny&sinsl; 
because (this fourth Asrama is mentionea) 
in the scriptures. 

The ecriptuius dvdars that Knowledge is 
gained in that stage of life in which, cootinonce 
is preecribed, t.c. the fourth stage or Sannyftsa 
Asrama. To a Sannyiain there is no work pres- 
iribed except discrimination. So how can Know¬ 
ledge be subeerrient to worlcf That there is a 
stage of life celled Saunyfisa we find from the 
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Ncriptuns tbeuuielT<>» )» U'XU )ik«: "Tben nr* 
tlirbs bronchu o( ilnty; tnurifire, stoOj adJ 
I'luirity (irt* bmit... AJt tb««c> xttAin to th* 
wnrldn of Ihe virtnouft; but nuly oiio who ia firutly 
•t'HlubluhAd in Brulinuin uttuina uomurtAlity" 
(fDib. 2. *23. 1-2); “Dniirinir thin world {tb« Self) 
iiluue iiinuLs renouu<Hi tb*ir limm'tt'’ (Brih. 4. 4, 
22). .Kw u1m> Mu. 1. 2. 11 and Cbb. H. lU. ]. 
Kvarjoiie con tube to this life wilboui being a 
^ntwholder etc., which ebow* the iDdependence 
«f Knowledge. 

Tofiie 2: SftunjitiMi i$ prrscrihctl by iUc 

11 II 

'♦W^i Mere rcferonoe arfilft: Jniinini t)»erc 

is uo iojimction ^ end «iw^tn % boiwnsc (the acript- 
ore) ooiidomna (li). 

18. Jaimini (thinks that in the texts 
Tcfeired to in the last Sutrn there is) a mere 
reference (to SannyAsa), and not injunction, 
because (other texts) condemn (SannyAsa). 

In the text quoted in the Iniit Sutra (Cbh. 
*2. 23. 1) Jaimini anys that am ibrn> U no word 
Kbowiug that Suauyiea ia oiijoined on man, it ia a 
nitire rSfereuce and nut uu injunction. The 
Bi-ihadAranyolca text quoted iu the lost Sutra eayj 
thnt aouie poracHU do like thnt. Svuti her* nmkei 
ji niero statement of (uet. It doen not enjoin 
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^nanjAsu. Moreover, tbe text lierr prtii*ve stead- 
fostuMa in Brahman. "Bat only one irho is 
tinnly established in Bntlunnn attains iminorln- 
litj." Saeriil«‘e, study, rliarity, nusterity, studeut* 
ship, and Ufeloag celibacy result in the attain- 
meat oi the virtuous world. Btii immortality is 
KBtned only by him who is itnnly estnblishe<l in 
Brahman. That is what the text nys. Further, 
there are other texts which vondniiii Saiiiiy&w. 
"Having Crooght to your teacher the wealth that 
he likee, do not cut off the line of progeny*’' 
rinitt. 1. II); "To him who is without n son 
(this) world does not belong" (Tnitt. Br. 7. 13. IS)- 
und so on. 

11 II 

Ought to be gone throngh iKTIW llAdarft>- 
}-nna for the soriptiiml text refere equally to 

all the four Asramas- 

19. B&darAyaiia (thinks that San* 
nytUa or monastic life) also must be gone 
throngh, for the scriptural text (cited) 
refers equollv to all the four Asramas (stages 
of life). 

In the text cited, mcnAcc etc. refer to the- 
hoaseholder's life, peuauce to VAuaprastha, 
^tudent8htp to Brohmacharya and ‘one ‘ who is 
firmly established in Brahman’ to SanUydsa. SO' 
the t4»t equally refers to all the four stages of 
life. The text relating to the Arst three stages^ 
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r«f«r< to whnt ii enjoined elwvherv. So aluo doM- 
fli« Uxt relfetioi; to Sannjura. Bfiirr Sannylita 
alio ia eojoiDod and iBoat be (fona through hy nil. 

II Ro II . 

iDjnitctioii ft nr rath«r m iu the case 

n£ tha CftrfrioB (fif the mcrlficinl fuel). 

20. Or rather (there is an) injuncUoil 
(in this text), as in the case of the carrying 
(of the sacrificial fuel). 

This Sutm now Irteo to estiibUsh that then is 
nil injunctinn nbuut Sunnywin in the Chh&ndogyn 
]>ntiHug« citerl. There » u Kruti text referring to- 
Agiiihotrn jwriuriDvd fia* the niimes, which runs 
ns follows: “Let him uititrourh. roirying the 
Micrificial fuel below; for nbnee he rurriea it for 
the gnds.” The Inst clnuse Jniniim interprol* us 
flu iujunction. though then' is uo wonl in it to 
thut effect, becuuse such »u iujunctiou is nowbere- 
else to be found in tlie scriptures. On scconnt of 
its nownees (Apurrnti) it is &u injunction. 
Following this in-guinent this Sutra says thnt iu- 
Chb. 2. 29. 1 there is itn iujunctiou with retpect 
to SnnnyAsa, und not a were refereuer, as it.is not 
rnj«>intd anywhere else. Moreorer, there nre- 
Kruti texts which directly enjoin Sanuyosn: “Or 
else he may wonder forth fnmi the students’ life,, 
or from the bouse, or fnnn the forest” (Jib. 4). 

Again <Tainiim himself says that eren glorifira- 
tioii, to be tvlemnt, must lie in a complimentary 
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relitiiiAi to mi iiijuiu'tiini. Iji thv trxt vitot] 
K(«iii)fii>it tleTcrtioti (u Kraltuinu ii« briiiff pminwl, 
■siutl so tl has an injunL-tive value. Now 
is it }KNnib]« fur oiio enipiffetl in MH-rificial rites 
to bo wliolljr (leTottxl to Braliuaii? Devotiou 
.(i) Hraltiiiuu imuins (siustaiit meditation on It 
iwitbout uuy dutiirbin^ thuuxbt. Suflpii tbiug is 
.impossible for u IjinutcboldiT oii^ffed in ritooliitic 
ATork. It is p'lssible only for a Smniy&siu who has 
ruitiHiiicMl nil work, and ant for others. 

xVoifJicr is it true that SaJuiy&sa is }ir«ecrih«d 
.<mly for th<iNt> wbo arr liiiui*, blind, etc., end 
thrraforv u»At for ritoulistii: work. The (ext citetl 
.alNjre (J4b. 4) luakes )io sueh difference. Kore* 
owr, .SatiiiyAsa is )>ieant as a uioans to the reAlixu- 
ifiiiti of itniliiiiiiii, uiul it IN to be acquired iu a 
•J'l'jrulnr iiTMc-nbed way. “The wnuderintf mendi- 
with I'-olourvd druw, shaven-heutfcd, accept* 
no {rifta, qualifles himself fin the ivalixatiou 
.of linihiuNii.’' Therefiin‘ Suuny&iai is prescrihed 
hy (lia Ncriittunw and Kiuiwlcdfrc, Iwi-aiiM 'It is 
•enjoined on Snunyasins, is indojieiident of work. 
Ttt/fiij o; ' .)irripiHnil Mlutrinml* ttt in Chh. J. 1. .} 
trkifh refer to arr Not uirrrljf gtori- 

fieatarg hot. CH}o!t* the unMiitiitioM. 

?3%»ini5^i5rTf9ft ^3r;[j5trm. ii R? ii 
More prniee WSMPT. becnaee of their 
-rofnrerioa (to |»rU of aetiriftcwl nets) ^ if it be 
■said ^ not p*n aounont of its oewneae. 
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21. If it be said {that references as in* 
Chh. 1.1.3) are mere praise because of tfieir 
reference (to parte of sacrihcial acts), (we- 
say) not so, b^use here it is mention^ for 
the first time. 

“Tbnt ITdgitha (Om) the bwt omwikv 4>f thf 
cMencea, the unpraitir, (Intn-niia thf> bi|rbf<tt 
place, the eifrhth” (Ohli. 1. 1. 3), "Thu enrth in 
Rich, and fire siman'’ (Chh. 1. C. 1), The* 
epponeut hold* that thne are mere pniiae, and no 
injunction to meditate nn 'Om* and au on. Tliene 
ptiaaa^ are akin to, “The ladle is the enrUt”, 
"The tortoiee u the nun’*, \rhicli umpl; glorify 
the ladle and iu on. Tliia view of the opponent ie 
refuted in the latter half of the Sutru. The- 
nnalogy is not rcnrect. (ilorifirntion to have a 
purpose, muet be in complimentary relation to nu 
injunctiua. The pe-seage* <iuotMl for onnlogy 
ktand iu proximity to injunctive paMogee, nud ao 
they cau be taken aa proue. Bat the pawoge of 
the Chhandogyn where X^dgitha ‘Dm' i« dearribed 
aa the eeeenoe of emenoea, U mentioned in the 
TJpaniahad, and ao cannot be taken along with the- 
injunctions about T'dgithn in the Earmnkhndu. 
Aa such, on account of the iievrncea it in an injunc¬ 
tion and not mere glorification. 

II II 

>m-9!«Qpl.There being words expreaaire of injunc¬ 
tion ^ and. 
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‘22. And th«re Wing words expresRive 
•of injunction. 

•‘Wf t«u» uii ’Om’ (of) tl»« 

{ritb. 1. ). 1>. In tbii ]Hift90g« we btiTe n clear 
hijoiirtioii to iiiHilitute on ‘Om*. On the face uf 
thL< 'n> enniiot interpret the text cited in the laxt 
Sutm a« nieie fflorificjitory of ‘Oni*. 

Tn/iir 4: Th« rtconifd m the V 

tlo trill tercr ihf ^wr/xwo of I^Srtplarat atul no tlo 
■il»l furiH fMtrt of iht flcti. TJtfn «« 

HifOHl f»> fflorrfg Ihr Vidnit lAtiQhl in OifM. 

, !T, II it 

'tlfimtlf: For the tnirposc of l’&ripIa^-«s ^ if 
. 'it bo mid R not eo (wNtMtl.on account of (certniu 
etoriee aiooe) being epccifiad. 

23. If it be said (that the stories that 
-occur itt the Upanishads are) for the purpose 
•of Puriplavas, (we say) not so, Wrauae 
(certain stories alone) are specified (by the 
Srtiti for this inirjwse). 

in the AswnmeiUtu mirrifice, which lants for 
-niie year, the au-rifit-er nud hi? family are exi>e<;tvil 
to hear ut intevTul!* the recital of certain utorim. 
Tke«e an* known iia I’AriplitTas, and form iKtrt of 
tlip htnaliatic acb. The (ineetion U whether 
I'piinUhndir storie* also Mree this inirpotte, in 
which CROC they become iwrt of the rites, uud this 
iiicitiiH that the a’lnde of JnAnakiludu heenmes 
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MulMFrrivnt to Karnink&uala, The Btoriee referred to 
nre tli<ne relntiiiff to YM)uiiTalkyu und Ueitreyi, 
Prafurdniux nnd no o)t, vrbirh we find in the 
Briliniliimnyaku. Knniihitoki oud other TTponi-' 
hIiaiIji. 

TliiB Sntm denl&t that they serre the purpoee 
of Piri|>laTRS, for the Hcripture npecifiee the eU^ea 
that (ire meant for this purpose. Any and every 
iit(M 7 rannot terve this puiwee. Upsnishadio 
etoriei nre not Tnentiiraed in this category. 

<WT )] tl 

cm Bo ^ and being connected os 

one whole. 

24. Aud 80 (tl^ are meant to Illus¬ 
trate the nearest Vidy48), being connected 
as one whole. 

The stories not serving the purpose of 
P&ripinvns they ore intended to introduce the 
Tidy&s. The story form is meant to catch the 
imagination of the student, who will thereby be 
more Attentive to the Yidyk described. 

Topif S- Saitnfdtins need ttet observe riiuaJutie 

ai'te, 04 Knewledffe serrei tJuir ptirpoie, 

anr 11 11 

Tberefore W and no nccee* 

stiy of lighting fires etc- 
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25. And, therefore, there is no neces¬ 
sity of lighting fires, and tso on. 

Jn Ktttm 3.4.1. it wofi wid that the kiiowlctljn* 
of the KeH rvHultrt in the uttniuiuent of tho highest 
Pnviuh&rthn tir frool nt life. Therefore the linht*' 
in}r of fir«« for weriftree nnil other umilar noU 
onjoinetl on the houi*ehn!derft etr. need jiot he 
obeerred by Knnnyiein!*, oh Knowletlfto uUnie 
fitlfiU Iheir objeot. 

Ttipir €: XfvcrlhclrtM xmtka jfrfutibfil hy the 
srrijfttiti’ii urr v«r/of a* they nre on mdiirrt 
7 h < v ; n « to Kivnelttlye. 

^ srvnRT. ii ii 

'Ihorr tithe noceoity of nil works ^ Atul 
for the Ncnptnrci preicribc ncriflccH etc. 
(ill meiuiH to Kaowk^c) ^aHH.ev«n as the Itnrso.' 

26. And there ia the neoesaity of all 
works, for the scriptures prescribe aacrificea- 
etc. (as means to the attainment of Kcoiv- 
ledge, though they are unnecessary for the- 
attainment of its results, ru.. Liberation), 
even as the horse (is used to draw a chariot 
and not for plonghing). 

From the previoux Sutm we nifty eoncliuhi- 
tliat wnrkii erv aItofr«ther uMlew. This Sutni snyi* 
(lint nil thefte woikit iirc uneful, oud that even the 
Horipturea preeeribe them, slnre the)- nerve ns a 
meniiH lo Enowleilfre. Bot they Uarfr no port iu- 
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produciag the result of this Enoffled{;e, vis. 
Liberation. It comes only from Knowledge and 
not from work. Work purifies the mind, and the 
knowledge of the Self is manifested in such a pore 
mind. So wra-ks have a place as a means to 
Knowledge, though an indireet one. 

n n 

coni. One must possees calmnf*s> 
eelf•control, and the like even if it be eo S 

but since they are enjoined flWKI as helps to 
Knowledge ?ltni{,*ttg;q.st^g;^sod therefore they 
have neoeemrily to be observed. 

27. But even if it be ao (i.d. ercn 
though there is no injunction to do work to 
attain Knowledge in the text (Brih. 4. 4. 
22]) one mtut possess calmness, self-control, 
and the like, since these are enjoined as 
helps to Knowledge, and therefore have 
necessarily to be ol^rved. 

"The Brfibmnniis seek tt> knew It thro^igh the 
study of the Tedas, saorificea, charity" sto. 
(Brih. 4. 4. 22). In this text (here U no word to 
show that sacrifice is anjoined on ons who wants 
to know Brahman. So the opponent says that 
there is no seed at all of work for an aspirant of 
Knowledge. This Sutra says that ersn if it be 
ao, yet control of the senses etc. are enjoined by 


a.s.>-S8 
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UieSruti; “Tlienilure he xrho know« it us sucli 
bevotues saslf-oiiutrolled, culm...sees thu Self in 
-his mU” etc. (13i-ih. 4. 4. ^3). This passage is iu* 
jaoctiTe in character, for ‘therefore’ expresses 
-praise of the 8ubject«inatter oud hence is oon> 
nected srith an iojouction, becanae in the abeeuce 
of an injunctiou the praise wonld be purpoeeless. 
Since these iiualities' ore enjoined, they base 
necessarily to be practised. 8elf*control etc. 
directly help the attoimuent of Knowledge, while 
iforlc helps it indirectly, 

Topic 7* RetirivtioHt o$ regardi food may be. 
waived o7%ly when life it at stake. 

siTOTt^, ii v ii 

Permission to take all sorts of food 
when life is jeopardised fftf^^^VPl^bccaase the 
Sruti declares that. 

28. (Only) when life is ieopardized 
<tbere is) permission to take food indis¬ 
criminately, because the Sruti declares that. 

“For one who knows this, there is nothing 
that is not food” (Chh. 5. 2. 1). The opponent 
holds that on neconnt of the newness of the state¬ 
ment it is enjoined on one who meditates on 
Prtua. Such-a statement iMing fonnd nowhere 
else, it bos an injnnctive ralue. This Sntra 
refates it and says t^t it is not an injunctiou, 
but only a statement of foot, and where the idea 
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«t ou iujunctiau <!<}«» not oriM, wo lire not jiuti- 
fieil in nseumiug one. Prohibited food mty bo 
«aten only when life is in dnn^r, ns was done by 
the sniro Ch&kvAynnn when he wns dyinjt for want 
of foml. .This fact we got from the Sniti. 

anrrsnw ii RSII 

tffPIRI.Because of a non-oontradiction (thns) ^ 
and. 

20. Aud because (thus) (the script¬ 
ural statements with respect to food) si's 
not contradicted. 

“When the food is pure the mind becomes 
pore** (Chh. 7. 26. 2). This statement will not 
b« cotttradictod only it the explanation giren is 
taken, oud not otherwise. 

atft’f 11^0 II 

Moreover 91^ the Smritis say so. 

30. Moreover the Smritis (also) say 
so. 

The Smiitis also say that both those who 
have Knowledge and those who have not mn 
lake any food when life is in danger; then ii is 
not sinful. But they prohibit various kinds of 
food as objectionable. 

II II 

The ocriptnra] text aod OKI: benee 
inrohibiting license. 
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31. And hence the/ scriptural text 
prohibiting license. 

Tlier« nr« Bcripttml paUQfr«s prokibitiiiK 

(Hie from doingr eTerytliing juet us one please*. 

liiceoM, ireedouQ iroiu all dtacipUne, canunt help 
us to attain Knowled^rf- “Therefore a Br&hmaon 
must not drink liquor” (Khthaka Sam.). Suchi 
Smti texts are meant for this diactpline. 

. Therefore it is establiiihed that the Smti does 
not enjoin mt one who meditates on Pr&na to 
take all kinds of food iudiscrintinJiteljr. 

Topic $: Tho dutie* of the .imrutn <ire fo ho 
performad by oven one le/io t« net denmus 
of Knosoladge. 

u ii 

Because they are enjoined ^ and virtnt--^ 
duties of the Asrama (order of life) also. 

32. And the duties of the Asraiuft 
(are to be performed) also (by him who doca 
not desire Liberation), b^'ause they are 
enjoined (bn him by the scriptures). 

In Sutra 26 it was said that works are n 
means to Knowledge. The question is raised, 
since it is so why should one who does not desire 
Knowledge do these works? This Sutra says that 
since these duties ore enjoined on all who are in 
these Asiamas or stages of life, ris. student life, 
householder’s life, and hermit life, one should 
obserre them. 


0.4.34] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


430 


^ II II 

R4V|Ri^>I Aji a mcaiw to Knowlct^e ^ and. 

33. And (tbe duties ore to be i)er> 
foi'med also) as a means to Knowledge. 

Uerti Wit burn to undcnitaixl that tbe <latie!9 
are boipfitl iu producinff Knowledfp*, but not it* 
fruit, Tts. Liberation, which i* not attainable 
exi'opt through Knowledge. 

tr tw, Tfftrfwirn. 11 Vi II 

RW la all oaaee ^ t^ the eame duties (Itare 
to be perfoi'cnod) because nf the twofold 

indicatory mark. 

34. In all coses tbe same duties (have 
to be performed), because of the twofold 
indicatory mark. 

The questiou it raised whether the work douo 
at enjoined on the Aarainas and those done as 
aids to Knowledge are of two different kinds. 
This Sutra says that in either cose, whether ns 
duties of the Asraiuns or as aids to Knowledge, 
the same duties are to be done, as is seen fronot 
the Sruti and the Sinriti texts. 

"The Brhhmanas soek to know It through 
the study of the Vedas, saoi-ifices" etc. (Brib, 
4. 4. 'Hi). This text shows that sacrifices etc. 
enjoined in Karmakfinda for different pui'poeee 
are to be performed as moans to Knowledge also. 
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The >^niriti aUo nays tlio name "He irhi> 

f>erforoiii obl4rfttoi‘,v vork withouf deairr for 
(ruit>” ete. (flit* 0. 1). TIjom? very ■obli'jfolory 
4utieR Hubwrve Knort-ledffe nlso. 

^ |l II 

Not being ovpri)owered ^ and the 

•cripiiire shows. 

35. And the scripture rHowb (that one- 
endowed with Braliroacharya) ia’ not over¬ 
powered (by anger etc.). 

**Pnr tliut self does not porisli whu-Ii one- 
Aflains by Jtrnhmnrltiiryn"* (Cbh. 8. 6. 8). Tliis 
text nUo shows lUnt like M'ork Brnhmacbarya etc, 
are also means to Enowiedfro. One endowed w'itb 
it. is not overcome by snger, ienlnnsy. etc., nn<r 
his mind not being disturbed lie is able to practise- 
Knowledge. 

Therefore works are obligatory ou tbe- 
Asmmits and are also means to Knowledge. 

Topic fi: Thotf 10/40 nlafni wiidieoy befween 
fi0O Airroma$ arc- aUo mititled to Knoioledffe. 

ws?ncT ^ g, : h li ^ 

*P?ro (Persons standing) in between (two Asra- 
roas) ^ and S also tri;ii: sae]) cases being seen. 

36. And (persons standing) in be¬ 
tween (two Asramas) are also (entitled to> 
Knowl^ge), because such cases are seen. 
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The queetion in raised whether peraoiu of 
dabioQft poeitioa—who liare not tbo means oto. to 
do the (Ittties of nn Asraua, or who stand midway 
between two Aernmas. as for example a widower— 
are ontitied to Knowledge or not. The opponent 
holds that they are not, since they nnnnot do the 
works of any Aaraina which are means to Know¬ 
ledge. This Sntm says that they are entitled, 
for snck cases are seen from the scriptures, as for 
example Raikva and G&rgi, who had the know¬ 
ledge of Brahman. Vide Chh. 4. 1 and Brih. 3. 
6 and 8. 

srft ^ II n 

^ Farther tbo 8mi'iti records such cases. 
37. The Smrili also records such 
cases. 

Samvartu and other Kiahis, without doing 
the works enjoined on the Asramns, beentne great 
Yogis. 

II U II 

Favonr due to a|>eoial works V and. 

88. And special works favour (Know¬ 
ledge). 

A widower, who cannot be said to be a house¬ 
holder in the proper sense of the word or a poor 
man who has not the means to perform the duties 
of the Aarauia, can attain Knowledge through 
special works like prayer, fasting, Jap« .etc.. 
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which ace not oppoeeO to the couditioo of those 
who do not belong to any Aeramo. 



Thao thie S other bettor 

fimr^beoaoM of the iodicotory marks ^ aod. 

SO. But better than this is the other 
(state of being in some Asrama or other), 
(being maintained by the Sniti and the 
$mriti) and because of the indicatory marks 
(in the Sruti and the Smriti). 

Though it is possible for one who stands 
between two Aammas to attain Enowledge, yet 
both the Sroti and Sznriti say directly and in¬ 
directly that it is a better means to Knowledge to 
belong to some Asrama. “The Brahmauas seek 
to know It through...sacnficea" etc. (Brih. 
4. 4. 22)—this U a direot statement of the Sruti; 
“Any ether knower of Brahman who has done 
good deeds” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 9), and ‘'Let not a 
Brihmana stay eTen for a day outside the 
Asrama”—these are indirect statements of the 
Sruti and Smriti respectirely. 

Topic 10: One vho hat taken (he vou of lifelong 
etUbacy (Saunydia) cannot revert back to his 
former stages of life. 

vrr^i II ifo II 

For oue who has attaiued that (the highest 
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Asrantt) g 'but ? no ceasinc froo that 

of Jaimini (i« thu opinion) also 
on account o I rostricUonfi probibhing anch 
revenun. 

40. But for one who has risen to the 
liighest Asrama (t.s. Sanny&sa) there is no 
reverting (to the preceding ones), on account 
of restrictions prohibiting such reversion. 
Jaimini also (is of this opinion). 

The quostioa whether one who has embraced 
Sounyasa can go back to the prerions Asrama is 
token np .for discuasinn. This Sutra says that he 
«annot, becanu the Sniti espreuly forbids it. 
"He is to go io the forest, he is not to return from 
there." But there are no rulee allowing a rever- 
aion, like those which sanction the ascent to 
higher Asramas. It is also -against approved 
custom. So one cannot revert from Sannyftaa. 

Topic 11: Expiation for one vha trantgrutu (he 
«^o«e of lifelong celibacy. 

II 1ft II 

q Sot V and (expiation) tneotioned in 

the chapter dealing with the qualification s#t even 
'UTPT-st^mPl, because a foil (in this case) inferred 
from the Smriti tf^^ltir^and bacaneo of its inefScacy 
(in his case). 
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41. And (the e.Kpiatiou), although, 
mentioned in tne chapter dealing with 
qualifications (in Purva MimAins&), is not 
(with reference to one who has taken the 
TOW of lifelong celibacy), because a fall (in 
his case) is inferred from the Smriti, and 
because of its (of the expiatory ceremony) 
inefficacy (in his case). 

Tlie c&se of those who have taken the tov of 
Ufelmiff celibocjr und yet have traiutgresaed thU 
Toti- through a iiiifttnke in judgment, is token up 
for diacunioB. The opponunt, irlioor Tjeer i». 
gircii in this Sutru, holds. that for such trnus- 
grauions there is no expiation. For no sucii 
ccitjnony i* ineniioned witlr respect to them, the 
ono mentioned in Pim-a Himamsu G. 8. 22 
relerriog to ordinary Bmhmachhrins, who are 
students, and not to Nuishthika Brahmneharins. 
It enu also be inferred tluit the Smriti declotes 
such lapses as not expiable. A beheaded nu\a 
cannot be cared. “For him who lapses after 
haring embreoed the i‘ow of n ffaishthika Brah- 
morbiri I see no expiatory ceremony by which 
such a soicide can be purified.” The Smriti here 
doo not refer to the ordinary Brohmarh&rin, and 
so the esqtiatory ceremony applies only to them 
And not to (he Xaishthika. Hoiuorer, the cere¬ 
mony referred to in Purra Mimhmsh ia not 
efficorions in his case, for, to perform the ccae* 
mouy he will hare to light the sacrificial fire and 
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thcrofore bare to marry, wUicli means that he- 
will cease to be a Nnislithika thoreaftor. 

3«?% 3T5r^?j;, II II 

91^^Prefixed wUh ’Uiw’.«. e. an UimiAtalca or 
a minor, sin 3 ^ sonic the existence 

fiW*Wftaa in the case o{ catinfi 9PI. this 3^ is es- 
plnined in Purva Mimams*. 

42. But some (consider this trans¬ 
gression 6n the part of the Naishtbikay a 
minor sin (and tlierefore claim) the exists 
ence (of expiation for it), as in the cate of 
eating (prohibited food ordinary Brah-- 
machlrins). This is explained in Purva- 
MinvhmsA. 

Some, liowevcr, think that such lapses on the- 
part of n STnishthiku, other than disloyalty to* 
teacher's wife etc,, arc minor sins and not mnjtir 
ones, and so can be expiated by proper cere- 
moniea, even as ordinary Brahinadi&rins who take- 
prohibited food are again purified by expiatory- 
ceremonies. The reference to tlie text denying 
any such ceremony in his 00.10 is meant only to 
bring home to the Kauditbika Brohmnehari the 
grave responsibility on his part so that he mny 
ati-uggle widt-«li his-soul. Similarly in the case 
of the recluse and the- Siinny&sin. As a matter of 
tnot,'the Sxnriti does prescribe (he purificatory- 
ceremony for botli the recluse and the fkinnyfisin. 
"The recluse when he has broken Ills vows 



BRAKMA'SLmiAS 


[ 3 . 4.44 


• 44 (» 

undergo^ the KiichcUira pvnooce for twelve 
2 ugfats and then develop* n place which is full gt 
trees and grass.” The Soiinyuein nlso undergoes 
the purificatory ceremntiy, with certain nnidi' 
ficationa. 

Topic li: The lifelong eclibtUo vho laptet t'n hu 
voter to bo //tunned by tocioty. 

II n 

vfft OnUidey blit in cither oaeo 

irom the Sariti from coecom 7 and. 

43. But in either case (they are to be 
kept) outside the society, on account of 
the Smriti and custom. 

'\>'hether the lapses be regarded os i^njor 
sins or uiinor sins, in either rase good people are 
to avoid such transgressors; because the Smriti 
and approved custom both condemn them. 

Topic 13: The nte^itaiunu connected vUh the 
eubordinate wembort of tacri^efol aeU are to he 
gone through by the prieet and not by the 
lacrificor. 

|l W II 

HrftH; To the sacrifiocr from the dccls- 

ration of results in the Sruti 1(1^ thus Atreya. 

44. To the sacriheer (bdongs the 
agenuhip in meditations), because * the 
Sruti dedares a fruit (for it); thus Atreya 
(thinks). 



3.4.46] 


BRAHMA'SVTRAS 


447 


T)tc question is rniso<l as to wlio is to obserro 
tlie moditations vonnectocl 'iriUi subcn-diiLate mom- 
bcTS of sacrifictnl nets, whether it is the snerifioer 
dr tlie priest. The op]>onent, represented )iy the- 
8«gre Atreju, holds that it is to be Abeerr^ by 
the nncrificer, ns the Sruti declares a special fruit 
for these meditations. 



ft: I] ^ II 


oilfiwn The duty of the Ritvik ({iriest) thus 
Andiilomi for that % because bo 

is iwid. ' 

45. ^They ftre) the duty of the Ritvik 
(prieet), tnus thinks Audolomi, because he 
is paid for that (t.e. the performance of 
the whole sacrifice). 

Since the priest is paid for all his acts^ and 
thereby tlie fruit of all his acts is, os it were, pur- 
ohosed by the sacrificer, the meditations also- 
come rinder this catejrory and hare to he obserred 
by the prieet ond not the' aarrificer. This is the- 
view of the sage Audolomi. 


^ II II 
From the Smti ^ and. 

46. And because tlie Sruti so declares. 

“Whatever blessing the priests pray for at 
the sacrifice, they pray for the good of the oaeri- 
ficer” (Sat. Bn 1. 3. 1. 26). Such tests declare 



448 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[3.4.47 


Uint tile fruit of iiie(Ut»tiuu« iu whicli tb« priest 
is tlio ng^nt, goes to the sacrificer. Therefore 
Audnluuii's riew is con-ect, b«ii\g supported by 
the Sruti texts. 

Top'u 14: Jn /trih. •t.o.l, mCiiilntittneu it 
enjrHHed besides teholartiup end the 
chitdliki itate. 

tpfW aw;, fw^n- 

M ^ 11 

InjiiRCtion of another auxiliary (to 
KDowlodcc)^VaseQnlternetiveaza:forooe who 
inssesws U (ia Knowledge) n third one 

4VQnf^<isB in the cose of iitjnnctioos and the like- 

47. C^he meditative state is) the in¬ 
junction of another auxiliary (to Knowl- 
•^ge), which is a third one (l)^ides the two 
expressly enjoined), os an ^ alternative 
(wure the knowledge of diversity is per¬ 
sistent) for one who po^sses fCnowleage; 
as in the case of injunctions and the like. 

“Thcrofoio A knower n{ Bnibainn, hAviog done 
with schol&rsKip ahouM remaia liks a rbild (freo 
from anger, pauious, etc.); and after having 
finished with this state and with learning he be- 
•comes meditative (Muni)" (Brih. 8. 5. 1). The 
■question is whether the meditative elate is enjoin¬ 
ed or not. The opponent holds that it ie not 
•enjoined, os there is no word indicating an 
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iujnnctios. The test merely nays that he becoincs 
■dt Muni or meditative, xrhereas with req)ect to 
scholarship and the stato of a child free from all 
passions, it exprenly enjoins, 'one should remain’ 
•etc. Horeover, 8cbolarahii» refers to Knowledj^e 
nnd thciofore includes Munihood which also more 
or less refers to Knowledge. Therefore there is 
jio newness with respect to Uunihood in the text, 
it being included in scholnrsbip already, and not 
licing on Apurrn it hat no injunctive value. 

This Sutra refutee this view and nys that 
Muoihood or' meditativeness is enjoined in the 
text as a third requisite besides' scholarship and 
the state of a child. For Hunihood is not merely 
Knowledge but meditativeuess, continuous devo* 
tion to Knowledge and as such it is different 
from ecbolarship. Hence, not having been 
referred to before, it is a new thing (Apur^), 
and therefore the text has injunctive value. Such 
meditativeness has a value fpr a- Sannylain who 
is not yet established in the knowledge of pnityv 
and pei-sistontly experiences diversity owing to 
past impresaions. 

II ^<2 II 

ytVPtVtt. On account of the householder’s life 
including all 3 verily (the chapter) ends ^*>1. 

with the householder. 

48. Verily, on account of the house¬ 
holder's life including (duties frcan) all 
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(the other stages of life), the chapter ends 
with the (enumeration of the duties of the) 
householder. 

la Ui« Cbblndogya Upoaisknd we tind lliut 
after enameratiag the datiea of the Brahinn- 
ch&rin it eanmeratea thoee of the horueholder. 
and there it ende without anj mention of 
ScuUTAaa; If thia also ia one of the Aammaa, whjr 
ia nothing laid about it in that placef The 
iSutra aaja that in order to lay atreaa on the houM’- 
holder'a life, to show ita importance, the 8ruti 
ends there without rufemug to Samty&aa, and 
not becauae it ia not one of the prearrihed 
Aaranuia. The houaeholder’a life ia iroportant 
becauae for him ore prescribed, beaidea hie own 
duties, thoae of other Aaramae like study, control 
of the aensee, etc. It iucludea more or lea* dutire 
of* all Ajiraznae. 

aa tire state of a Miini (SanoyAaa) 
the others eiR even on account of 

Boriptaral Instruction. 

49. Because the scr^ture enjoins the 
other (stages of life. ric. Brahroaclwrya and 
V&naprastba) even as it enjoins the state of 
a Muni (Sanny&sa). 

Just aa the Sruti enjoins Saonylia and house¬ 
holder's life, so also it enjoins the life of a reoluae 
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and tbat of a otudeni. Hence the Acriptcres 
onjmn all the. four Asiiimas or Btiiffes of life to 
be gone through, in eequeiico or nltematively. 
The plural number ‘others’ instead of the dual 
is to denote the different classes of these tiro 
stages of life. 

'fopir: ig; ChiltUike utate mean* the stole of 
tnMoreasre, beiHjr free from anger, fwsston, etc. 

, aRRiTi. iiv ii » 

aT'llEf*4<lirithoat manifesting himself on 

account of tho context. 

50. (The childlike state means) with¬ 
out manifesting himself,'on account of the 
context. 

In tho passage of the Brihaduntnyuha quoted 
in Sutra 47, the childlike stale is enjoined on 
an uspimnt after Knowledge. The queetion is 
what is exactly meant by thiaf Does it meon to 
be like a child withont any idea of purity and 
unpurity and doing whatever one likes, or does 
it mean to be guileless and without the sense of 
egoism as a child f The Sntia says it is the latter 
and not the former, because that is detritnental 
to Knowledge. It m’eens ono has not to manifest 
or give vent to any of the passions and has to bo 
goilelese and without the sense of egoism. It 
refers to the innate innocence of » child. Such 
a meaning alone is appropriutr to the context. 


D.S.— 29 
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purity aud itmooeace beiui; helpful tt> Snow* 
Jedffe, 

Topic. 16: Ttte time of ihn t>rioi**oUon of Snow- 
hdge vhon tlte Vitlpd it practUtd, 

I) II 

lo thU Hie even if there 

ie no obetraction Co it (the maiiui ulopted) tnt 
^^SRil,beceneo it i*eo aoeii from the ecriptoree. 

51. (The fruition of Knowledge may 
take place) even in this life if there be no 
c^ruction to it (the means adopted), 
becatise it is so seen from the scripturee. 

Prom Sntra 26 the variona iheaiia to Know¬ 
ledge have been diacuaMd. The question now u 
whether Knowledge reaulting from these ineaua 
comes in this life or in Uie life to come. Thia 
tiutra says that it may coma in this Ufa only if 
there ia no obstruction to its loaoifestation from 
extraneous causea. For it often happena that 
when the fruition of Knowledge ia about to take 
place it is retarded by the fruit of some other 
etronger work, which is also about to fructify. 
In inch cases Knowleilge comes in the neat )ife> 
That is why the scriptures declsrs -that it is 
difficult to realise the Self. "Even to bear of It is 
not available to many; many even having heard of 
It cannot comprehend” etc. (Katb. 1. 2. 7). The 
Oiti^olso sayi: “There he ia united with the 
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iutfllifrenre ncqaiml iu his former body” etc. 
<Uit» U, 4^J;; "Tile Yuri, striving ascuduoiuly, 
purified of foiiit, griuluoUjr Raining perfection 
tiu-ougb uiauy births, tbe>r reaches the hiRhrrt 
gwil” (Ibid G. 46). Moreover, that Euuirlejge 
«umeti)nea fructifice iu Uto next life is known 
from the life of VAinndcva who pcwseseeil Enow- 
ledge wen while be was in the womb. This 
ehuwK that it must have been the result of his 
jwst- notions, for he could not have practised any 
VidyAs in Ute womb. ,Knowledge did not mani' 
fest in his previous life owing to obstruction, 
4iud this being removed when he was in the 
womb, Enowleiige fructified aa a resnlt of his 
IMst 8adhiui&. 

Tnpir 17: There it no diSorence tn Lihemtien, 
i.e, in t7te cognition of lintltman —it u of one 
hitid ta all eatet. 

^ 11 II 

Like this there is DO mie with, 

respect to Liberation, the fruit (of Knowledge) tf^. 

because the Sruti assorts that state (to 
be inunutable). 

52. With respect to Liberation, the 
fruit (of Kuowledm) there is no rule like 
this, because the aruti asserts that state (to 
he immutable). t 
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Id th« lost 8utra it was seen tliot EnnwlMlfrr 
may malt in this life or the noxt accurdinj; to ibe 
slhience or presenre of obstructious uiiil tW in¬ 
tensity of tUe meiuu adopted. Siniilarljr o doubt 
nay arise tliat there may bo some such rule with 
respect to Idbemtion also, which is the frnit of 
Eonviedjte. In other words, the <iuestiou is- 
whether Liberation oan be delnyc<l after Know- 
letlpre. and wliether there are deftrees of Know- 
fltt-unliufr to the qualifications of the as¬ 
pirant. litis Sutra says (hot no stirli rule exists 
with respect to Inberation. Beennse the Smti 
texts assert that the nature of final reloaae i» 
uuifonn, withont any rariatious of degree in it. 
The state of final relesse ia nothing but Bmh- 
mau. "The Icnower of Brahman beromes. 
Brahman," and there can be no rariety in it, as 
Brahman ia without qualities. Difference m 
possible only where there arc qualitiee, os in the- 
case of the Sagtina Brahman, nbont which accord¬ 
ing to difference in Vidyfis there may be differ¬ 
ence in the cognitions. But with respect to the 
cognition of Brahman, it can be only one and 
not many. Neither can there be any delay m 
the attainment of Libemtion after Enowledge- 
has dawned for hnowhdge of Brahman itself is 
Liberation. 

The repetition of the clause ‘Because the- 
Sruti asserts that state' is to show that 
the chapter ends here-. 


CHAPTER IV. 


Sbctiox I 

lu Ui«jthinl rhapter the ueamt to Knowledge 
were diMMUiited. In this chapter the reenlt uf 
Knowledge and some other topics are taken up 
for diacuBidon. In the beginning, however, a 
special disetusion connected with the means to 
Knowlod^ is dealt with. 

Topic 1: Tho weditction tm the Atmnn eM/oisod 
hy tJu ecripturet u, to he repeated till 
Knoteledge t> attained. 

II \ II 

91^ IlepetiUon (is neceesary) 9|gfs<i. roiivatedly 
3*i^id,'>n aoMHini of instnietion by the acri|Hiires> 

1. The repetition (of hearing, reflec¬ 
tion. and meditation on the teaching of the 
Self is necessaiv), on account of the repeat¬ 
ed instruction ^ the scriptures. 

“'rho Self, uiy dear Haitreyi, should be 
realised—should be heard of, raflected on, and 
meditated upon” (Brih. 2. 4. 5). “The inlelli* 
gent aspirant after Bmhmnn, knowing about this 
iilone, should attain intuitive knowledge” (Brib. 
4. 4. 21). The queetion arisen whether what is 
enjoined in this is to he done once only or 
repeatedly. The opponent bolds that it is to be 
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oWrveil oDM even ns nncriiicM like l*ray»ja 

nru to be perfonue<l ouee only to yieltl the ilesirett 
mult. This Sutra refutes the view nu«\ soys that 
the heoriug etc. nmst be repented till tltere i» 
itttuitiou of Mrahuait. Of rouine, if the know, 
ledge of Bnhinan is attuiued by a sinible net. it i» 
well and good; otherwise there is the nereasity of 
repetition till the Knowledge dawns. It is the 
rrpetitiou of three nets that Hnnlly leads to intui¬ 
tion. The case of the Prnyujn is not to the point. 
For there the result is Adriidifn, which yields fruit 
n( some pnrtintliu* future time. Here tlie result 
is directly perceived, nnd so, if the mnlt is not 
there, the process must be repeated till the result 
is seeu. Moreover, scriptural texts like the ftrst 
oue ctf«l above give repeated iustmetion. thereby 
signifviufT the reiietitiou of the means. Again 
*iiie<Utatioir and 'reflection' imply o repetition of 
the mental art, for when we say, 'he mtditates on 
it', we imply the continuity of the net of reinem- 
bnmie of the object. Similarly with respect to 
'reflection’. It follows, therefore, that there mnst 
be repetition of the instruction. This holds good 
even in those cases where the texts do not give 
instruction repeatedly, ns for example, in the 
second text cited above. 

felpm II ^ II 

account of the iodicatory mark 9 and. 

S. And on account of the indicatory 
mark. 
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*'Keflect upon tHe myt, and jroo viU bare 
laAny moa” (Cbb. 1. 6. 2). This text prtecribea 
repeated meditation b; OAking to meditate on the. 
Ud^tlui as the rajs iutead of as the suu. Anil 
vliot holds good in this case is equally applicable 
to other meditatioiu also. And it is not troe that 
repetitioo is not necessary. If it were so, the 
Smti would not hare taught the tmth of the stale* 
ment 'That thou art* repeatedly. There may be 
people who are so odTSSCod, and so little attached 
to the world of sense objects, that in their case a 
single hearing of the statement may result in 
Knowledge. But generally such adranced souls 
are very rare. Ordinary people, who are deeply 
rooted in the idea of the body and the senses, du 
not realise .the tmth by a single enunciation of it. 
This wrong notion of theirs goes only through 
i-epeated practice of the truth, and it is only then 
that Knowledge dawns. So repetition has the 
effect of removing this wrong notion gradually, 
till eren the last trace of it is removed. When 
the body couaciousneaa is completely removed, tbe 
Self manifeets Itaelf in all punty. 

Topic S: In the weditntions on the fivprema 
Brahmmt the meAitotor it to comprehend 
It at identical vUh himielf. 

30^ ^ II ^ II 

•whiff As the self 3 44JiayPfl ackoowiedgc 
wpifsff teach also. 
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3. But (the Sruti texta) acknowledge 
(Brahman) as the self (of the meditator) 
and also teach others (to realize It as 
such). 

The qaestioo rrhether Urohumn is to be com* 
prehended by the indiTiduel soul a» identical with 
it or Mpante from it, ie taken up for diacoasion. 
The opponent holds that Bmhmun ia to b« coiu> 
prehended aa different from the individnal miiil on 
'account of their esseutinl dtffcreiic<e. Kor one ia 
subject tt> misery, while the other ia not. This 
8atm iisfotee the view and holds that Brahman ia 
to be comprehended us identical with one's self; 
for in reality the two ore idontical, the experience 
of misery etc. by the individual aoul~in other 
words, tlie Jirahood—being due to the limiting 
adjonot, the internal organ. (Vido Z. 3. ZH ante.) 
For inatanoe, the Ofibilaa acknowledge it. "I 
am indeed Thou, O Lord, aud Thou art indeed 
myself." Other acriptuml texts also say the 
same thing: "I nm Brahman" (Brlh. 1. 4. 10); 
“This self ia the Brohuian" (Mi. 3). These texts 
are to be token in their iminary, and not 
.secondary sense, aa in, “The mind is Brahman" 
(Chh. 8. 18. 1), where the text presents the mind 
as a symbol for coutemplatiou. 

Hence we have to meditate on Bruhinan at 
being tlie self. 
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Tvpie J: ir/Mve mfUiboU of lirahnuM art uttd 
for ■ amtotniplalion, llio utoAitotor it not to 
eomprelionii ^hem ut idoatU-al xeitk him, 

^ IIV II 

4 Xot 9(fl% ia the symbol 4 U not beokOM ^ be. 
4. ^The meditator is) not (to see the 
aelf) in the symbol, because be is not (that). 

"The mind is Hrohnum" (Chh. 3. 18. 1). In 
such lueditntions, where the mind is taken es n 
eynibol of Brohinau, is the meditator to identify 
JumseU with the mind, os in tlio case of the inedi* 
tation ‘T am llt-uliniau''? The opponent holds 
that ho should, for the ikiiud is a prodnct of 
Brfihniau tmcordioj^ to Vwlinlu, and as such it is 
ono with It. So is the individual soul, the niedi* 
tutor, one with Bmhuaii. Henre it follows that 
the meditator also is one with the mind, end 
therefore he should see his self in the mind in this 
meditation also. This Sutru refutes it. In the 
first place, if the symbol, mmd, is cofpused as' 
identical with Brshmsn, then it ceasee to be a 
symbol, even os when we reuUse an ornament os 
^Id, we forget its individual charocter of being 
an omuraent. Again, if the meditator is con¬ 
scious of his identity with Braliinan, then he 
ceosM to be the individual soul, the meditator. 
The act of meditation enn take place only where 
theee distinctions exist, and uuity has not been 
realised; and where there is knowledge of 
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ilivfrtitj, tii« meditator ia quite diatisct from the 
^mbol. Aa such he ia not to aee hia aelf in the 
ajuibol. f 

Topic 4: In metUiationt on tgroMK iJic Jotter 

ore to be vieyeed at Bmhtnan and not in 
tJto reTarte vap, 

mntfe, II II 

V|K%! Viewing aa Brahman on account 

of the elevation. 

5 . (The ^nnbol is) to be viewed 
Brahman (and not in the reverse way), on 
account of the elevation (of the symbol 
thereby). 

in meditationa on ajrinbols aa in. "The miaiV 
M Bmhnioo", "The aun ia Bmhman” the queatiou 
ia whether the aymhul U to ‘ he regarded n» 
Brahman, or Bmhm&n ns (he symbol. The Sntra 
aayii that the tymbnls, the mind and the sun, are 
to he rogarde<{ aa Brahman and not rtce vena. 
•Berouae it is only by looking upon an inferhac' 
thing as a anperinr thing Uiai we ran progrew, 
mid not in (he reverse way. - luoamitch as our aim- 
is to get rid of the idea nf differentiation and see- 
Bnihiuan in e\-erything, we have to meditate upoia 
these aymbols as That. 
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Topic S: In meditatiotu on (/m memben of, 
taen^inl acU litc trim of Otc divinity i$ to 
, Ims nipeTimpoMe4l on tftc membcrt 
and not rice versa. 

3^?: II ^ II 

Thfi ideas of the son etc. ^ and 
snf lit a subordiDato meniber (of sncrifidal acU) 
371^: becaiiM of coDsittency. 

6. And the ideas of the sun etc. (are- 
to be superimposed) on the subordinate- 
members (of sacrificial acts), because (in 
that way alone would the statement of ^e- 
scriptures) be consistent. 

“On<9 onght to meditate ujion that which 
ahiuea yonder ns the IMgitha’' (Chh. 1. 3. 1);. 
“One ought to mvditnte upon the 8amftu ai five* 
fold" etc. (Chh. 2. 2. 1). In meditationa oon* 
nected n-ith sacrificial acta ns giren in the texts- 
quoted, how is the meditation to be observedf For 
exautple, hi the first cited text, is (he sun to be 
viewed u» the I'dgithn, or the Udgitha oa the snnl* 
Between the Udgitha and the sun there is nothing 
to shun- which is superior, as in the previous- 
Snb-a, where Brahinaii being pn««miuent, the 
symbol was viewed as Bi-ahnum. ■ This Sutra says- 
thiit the members of sacrificial arts,, us hero the- 
Udgitha, are to be newed as the suu and so on. 
Because by so doing the fruit of the snorificial act 
is enliauccd, ns the scriptures sny. If we view the- 
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TJilgitlia as tka aiiu, it un8«n-g«>es a c«rtain cer»- 
niouial purification and tbereby cuutributca to tbo 
Apurra, tbo iaTimble fruit of tbe whole ancrifice. 
Kiic by ihe reverie way, the Suu being viewed aa the 
Udgithfl, the iim-ifiratiun uf th«* kuii by thin medi- 
tntiou will uo( i'uutribute to Uie Aimrra, iuaaiuucli 
At the nun U not n member of the eumflcial art. 
So it the Ktatenieut of the acriptnnM that the 
«ne4litatioiui eithnnre the result of the aaciifice, it 
‘ to come true, the uieiubers uf tliv ancrifirial uvta 
are to bi> rieweil ua the auii etc. 

7oj/ie 6: One ia to weefitote sitting. 

9TT#?l:, n '» 11 

Sittiuff ^m^becaiiM of tlic iioaubitity. 

7. (One has to practise Up^sanA) 
aittinc. because (in that way alone) it is 
poasiine. 

At UpuMufi or cuutemplation ia a mental 
affair, the posture of tlie bt^y ia immaterial—aayt 
the opponent. Thia Hutra eaya that ona has to 
meditate aittiiig, for it ia not poaaible to meditate 
while atonding or lying down. In Up&aanil one 
1iat to concentrate oiie’a uund on a aingle object, 
and this ia itupoeaible if one ia standing nr lying. 

«JT?TW II d II 

»*ii*uft.On account of meditation (iniplyiug that) 
^aml. 
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8. And on account of meditation 
(impl 3 ring that). 

The word ’UpisAnn’ also meoiu exactly what 
meditation means, vis. coucentratiug on a single- 
objeot, with fixed look, and without any morement 
o( the limbs. This is possible only in a sitting; 
poatore. 


3T^55c^ it \ II 

Immobility ^ *'‘d rcforruig to. 

9. And referring to (its) immobilitjr 
(the scriptures attribute meditativeness to- 
the earth). 

"The earth meditates ns it were'’-~-iu such* 
stuteinents meditatiTonesK is nu-rihed to the 
earth on account o( its immobility or steadinces. 
So we learn that steadiness is i| conoomittance ot 
meditation, and that is possible, only while sitting 
and not while standing or walking. 

II ?e II 

Wtpa The Srariti texts nay ^ also. 

10. The Smriti texts also say (tliO' 
same thing). 

"Haring made a firm aeat for one’s self on a- 
pure spot" etc. (Giti 6. 11)—in this text the- 
eittiug posture is prescribed (or meditation. 
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Tapir 7: U*i/7i rttpcri to malUalion it 
fto rettriction of plare. 

?i^4nu?rT a^r, srfttWm. u H M 

4? Wh«rever cmiccntntion of luiiid a? 

tberc oif^4ia.for mnt of ao^ speoiSeatiou. 

11. Wlierevef concentration. of mind 
'(is attained), there (it is to be practised), 
there being no speciiic-ation (as to place). 

Tlic object of iii«4liin<i<m Ia to Attain (-.oncou* 
tration, and to any ]*lace is i^ood if conrentratiou 
is attaiiuHl in that jilaco. Tliut is why the scrip. 
turcM fiiij, “Select nuy place smtable and con. 
venient”: “Where the mind is buoyant there 
one should (vmi'entrate". nud so on. But places 
that are clean, free from iwbbles, fire, sond, and 
M on, are desirable, ns such places oro helpful to 
meditation. But all the tame there are no fixed 
-rules AS to place.* 

Topic 8: i/ctlUotitmt nro tc he obtorvetl till death. 

3TT snqorm., liOT. u il 

<4 an’iPI.Till death tn then Vift even ^ booauto 
nt^is seen (from tho ecriptiirce). 

12. Till death (meditations have to 
be observed), because (their observance) even 
.at that moment is seen (from the scriptures). 

In the first topic of this section it was said 
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tkat meditntious Bnikmau to ke i'«peate«) 
till Knowled^o dawiis. The question is now taken 
np about other ineUitations wbiek are practunl 
fui* nttaiuing certain results.' The opponent h«>lils 
that such meditations can be stopped after a 
«‘erbiii»‘time; they wonld still yield results, like 
snerifloes performed only once. This Sutra says 
that th^ are to bo continued till death, for the 
Srutr uud Sinriti s»y so. '‘With whatever thought 
ho puMM away- from this world” (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 
d. 1). "Katnembering whatever form of being be 
loaves this body” etc. (Git4 8. 6). Such a thooght 
nt the time of death as fixes the course of life 
heraaftei- cannot be had at that moment without 
lifelong prortioo. Hence meditations must be 
practised till death. 

Topic 0: Jk'NOtcfed/^e of Brahman-frets one ftom 
the eSeeit of all patt and future evil deeds. 

II II 

When that is realised of 

the enbaeqaent and previous.dns »on> 

olingin g and destrnotion becaneo it is 

declared (by the scriptures). 

18. When that (Brahman) is realued 
(there resolt) the non-clinging and 
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destruction of the subsequent and previouj^ 
sins respectively, because it is (so) declared 
(b}' the scriptures). 

The etoite of Jh-onmakti is d««cribe<l hei-e. 
The oppoaent holds that Liherntion is uttoined, ia 
spite of jKnovUdge, otdy after one has experi¬ 
enced the reeults of one's sins committed before- 
illonunation. For the Stnritis say. “Eonmi is not 
dostroyed before it has inven its respUs." The 
liin* of Kannn is inexorable. •This Snim snys that 
when s person attains Knowledge, all bis pust sins 
are destroyed and fatnre sins do not cling to him. 
For by recdixing Brahman he experiencce that he 
never was, nor is, nor will be an agent, and sarh n 
person cannot be affected by the resnli of sin.s. 
The scriptures also declare that. “Just ns cotton 
growing on reeds is burnt when thrown into Are. 
even so are burnt the sins of one who knowing this 
offers Agnihotra" (Chh. 6. 24. 8); "The fetters of 
the heart are broken, oil donbts are solved, nntl 
all works are destrr^ed when He who is high and 
low is seen" (Mu. 2. 2. 8); "As water doen not wet 
the lotus leaf, even so no sins cling to him who 
knows it" (Chh. 4. 14. 3). What the SnuritU say 
about the inexombilijy of the law of Karmn is 
true only of ordinary people, ond does not hold 
good in the case of the knowers of Brahman. And 
in this way alone ran Idhemtioa result^by snap¬ 
ping the chain of work. Otherwise Liberation 
oan never take place. 
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Tupir JO: Qowl dectlt Uketeue c(a$9 to afiact 
the knovtr of Brahmau. 

<IT^ 3 II 

5aw Of ths otber ^ also thus <3^4: non* 
clinsioK at death 3 hnt. 

14. TbuA there is non-clinging of the 
other (i.e. virtue) also; but at death (libera¬ 
tion i.e. Videbamokti is certain). 

Aa u kuowt-r uf Brohniuii has no idea of 
ti{fvu4'3’ lie is not affected by KO<»d deeds also. He 
(ro<^ bejroned vice end virtue. “He overcomes 
lM>(h” (Rrih. 4. 4. 2S1. And as he is not touched 
by vic« or virtue ofter illumination, and as his 
jHirtt sins are deNtntyed by Hnnrrled^e, his Libera- 
tiim at deuth is certain. 

TofMC 11: Works which httro not heffvu to jfield 
rrstiUs ore nione dcstrogtnl hg Kfoneladgr and not 
thott which hf$va nlrtndg begun to yield results. 

3 II 11 

Works which Lave not bc<nn to yield 
resnlte (^4 only 3 bnt ^ former works tlmt 

(death) boioc the Kmit. 

16. But (of his) fonner works onljr 
those whic^ have not begun to yield results 
(are destroyed by Knowledge); (for) death 


B.S.—30 
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is the limit (set by the scriptures for Libera¬ 
tion to take place). 

In tbe last hro topics it bus bmt xaid that all 
tbe post nrorlu of n kuovror of Bi-uhman are 
trojed. Now past works ore of two kinds: S«u- 
ebita (acCQinulated) t.e. tbuee which have not yet 
be^a to bear fruit, and PrfiTnbdha (commenced) 
t.s. those which have begun to yield results, and 
have protlnced the body through which a person 
tins attained ICaowledge. The o|)])oneat holds that 
botli these on destroyed, becuuise the Hnndnka 
text cited $ay» that nil Itis works nre destroyMl. 
Moreover, the idea of uou-ngrncy of the 
knower is tbe same with respect to Soncdiitn or 
i'rantbdliu work; therefore it is rensonable tliot 
both ore destroyed when Knowledge dawns. 

The Sntrn refutes this new and says that 
only the Sauchita works ore destroyed by Know¬ 
ledge, bni not the Frernbdhn, w’hich ore destroyed 
only by being worked out. So long os the momeii- 
fujii of these works lasts, the knower of Bmhnutii 
has to be in the body. ^Vhen they nre exhausted, 
the body foils off, nud ho attains perfection, TIu 
Kuowleilge cannot check these works, even os nn 
archer has no control ovei- the arrows already dis¬ 
charged, which come to lest only when tlirir 
niomontain is exhausted. The Bruit declares 
IliU in texts liks, "And for him (lie delay is only 
so long as he is not liberated (from this body); 
and then he is one (with Brahman)*' (Chh. 
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0. 14. U). 1{ it were iiot so, tlteu there woold 
be uu teachers at Knowledge. Therefore the 
i'ranibdha works ore not destr^c^ed by Knowledge. 

Tnpir li: Obligatory Horlu are hoteerer tjrepted 
from ilia rule tnentiuaed la topic 10. 

3 II xi ir, 

(Daily) Agnibotra etc. 3 

contribnte to the taona result as that (Knowledge) 
only aar^witi. that belog seen (from the scrip¬ 
tures). 

/ 

16. But (the results of daily) A^i- 
hotra etc. (ore not destroyed by Knowleoge; 
these) contribute to the yery same result as 
KiK>wledge (t.e. I..iberatioD). because that 
is seen from the scriptures. 

Anioug works some unt enjoined (or attain¬ 
ing certain rexults xtu-h ns heaven, and there are 
utlierx liku the daily Aguihatm which yield no 
such rwnilts and yet ore enjoined os a sort of 
discipline. The opponent holds that even thcM 
regular works (Nitya Kiimta) performed before 
I he dawning of Knnwle<lge ure destroyed, cveii as 
works done with desireo (KAmyn Karma), for 
fruMi the standpoint of the knower of Brqhman 
his non-agency with respect to both is the sane. 
This Sntm refutes tha( view and says that the 
regular works perfomed in the post are not 
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tWtrpyed. Wqrktf ure i>f tn*u kiu<li>: tltiiM* wliirU 
yield HiMfcific malte, uud tUoxe wkirli to 

prtMluce KiiinrleilKv- Oblij^toiy n^uiur work« 
}>erf<\nu«I belnre ore of this luttor 

ktud. Aud jtiuce Kiion'letl^re leado to Idbemthtii, 
tlie ffgolsr wtirkii uUo uiay be outd to eoutribiite 
i&dirertiy to thut. Heuce their nwalte fill- 

death. 


am: From thia at^ diffcreot aii^ alRo % iiidml 
of acAQC (SAkltta) of both. 

17. (There are) indeed (good works)* 
also different from this (daily A^ihotru 
.and the like), (with reference to t^ch i» 
the statement) of senne (S&khfts); (this is 
the Wew) of both (Joimini and B&darA- 
yana). 

Bc«ido« tli» Nitys Karum nr ragalur wurks- 
hko th« doily A^iiluitru uud the like tUerv oro- 
oUier aood wwkx whltdi ure perfonued with ii 
riew to certoin rmtalts. It is with refereuce Uv 
these that the fuUuwiafr stntemeni of uuie 
Sikh&s k luude: "Hu sons };et his inherituuce*— 
friend^ his good wnrlu and eutnniee his evil 
iiriiuns." Both Juimini and Bddar&yana are of 
oiMiiion tiint works done with a desire do not keljv 
the oriiriiiaiion of Kncnrleil^te. 
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J'ttfur 1^: fiacnfiriitl vorUg nut rviHfitnod with 
kiiiiifftv/ffr or metUtntioHg nlto help in tl%c 
ofig'iiuition nf K%Ufvte<ige. 

firairfii ft: II M II 

Whatever Mm with knowledge ift that f| 

bocniia}. 

18. Because (the stateioent). “iWhat- 
ever (be does) with knowledge,” indicates 
xhis. 

Itvgulur workii (Nityu Kunua) wbirti help 
<li« iirigiuntion of Knnwirdgo ure of two kioiis, 
tbuH! cainbinwl with ini‘(li|atinnH, thoNc uuoccotii' 
j[>ikaie(l by thetii. Kiii<‘e vrurlc ciiiubiaeil with me> 
(Ututitm-t in «u)>eriiir to work done without inedi- 
tutiniiH. iha iippuneiit holdic thiit the former alone 
JieI|M the origiuutiuit of Knowlrfljce. Thim Sutm 
it und Mijrit that in the .ttuteuent, “That 
itlime which ia perfumed with knowledge... 
becnmaR mure powerftii” (ChJi. 1. 1. 10)» the c«ni- 
IMTQtiTo degive ehowit (hat worka d«n>u without 
knkiwlwlge, (hut is, not combined with incditn* 
tioiia, are not ultugetliev UHcletu. ihongh (h« other 
rhra ia more powerful. 

Tupir J4: Oh tlu* e.riW<u<(MrM of l*nlmlnlho iPork 
ihmoffh oM;oyitt<*n( tJte knower of Brnhmnn 
attaitu ouenett with It. 

II n II 

By enioyinont 3 blit of tho othm- two 
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works Itavine cxltanafctl twid bconjiion ono 
(with Bnhnuo). 

19. But having e.xhaustod by enjoy- 
roent the other two works (viz. and 

evil works that have be^n to bear fruit), 
(he) becomes one (with Brahman). 

The opponent nr^uea that even as o knowev 
of Itrohiunn secs diversity while Hvinir, so also 
ereu after <1a»th hr trill roiktiuue to see iliverstty; 
in other words, hr deuicH that th« knower ot 
Dmhmuii attains oneness with Bmhmnn nt dcotli, 
'iliia SntTu refutes it and says that the Prarubdha 
works are dcetroyetl Oirouzh frnition,. and though 
till then the knowrr of Bmhmnn hos to be in the 
relative world as a Jivonmukln, jet whan these 
an cish&usteil by beiiiff worked out, he attaiim 
oneuesa with Bmhinnn ut dentlt. He no lunger 
sees any direnity, owing to tlte absence of any 
cause like tho I'rilnbdhu, nnd since all works 
including the PrArahdbu are destroycil at death, 
he Attains oneness with Bruhmon. 
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SlCTlOX It 

In the pi'oriont section it woi shoini that bjr 
the deetruotion of ftctione which have not ae yet 
be^nn to yield molts a hnower of Brahman attains 
Jivanmukti, and that on the eohauation of the 
Pr&rabdho work he attains Videhamukti at death 
and becomes one with Brahman. Thus in a 
general way the mnlt of Knowledge has been eet 
forth. The remaining three eeotiona deal ni 
length with the nature of Liberation, which is 
attained on the exhaustion of the Pr&rabdlu\ 
Knrmn. In this parUculor section the p^th of 
the gods, by whicli the knower of the Soguua 
Brahman trarels after death, is deacribod. With 
this end in view it begins with the exposition of 
tho BUccessiTe steps by which the soul psaies out 
of the body nt death. 

Topie 1: Ai I/m ti'me of deatA the /iMintumi of 
(he (rtgant are merged m «imd. 

II Ul 

^Speech (ni% in mind because it is to 
seen amRI.(roni seriptaral Btatements ^ and. 

1. Speech (is merged) in mind. 
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because il is so seen, and there are 
licriptural statemeuts {to that effect). 

*'Wlien, iny (ieiir, llin iiiuii lUpnrU fnnii 
Ufr«, liu rtiMwcli inei-ifurt in iiiiml, uiiuit iu l*rauii. 
Priiia iu Kre, uml Fire in th» Hhihent Deity*' 
<Clih. G. it. (i>. Thl* U‘Xt <)4<W'»-iI)«ni wbut Uapiu'iu 
nt tli« time u{ dentU. It wiys that epeeck ifetn 
invrKcd ill iiiiiul. iiiiiul in Pi-iiiui. unA bo <m. Kow 
th« iiuextiim in vhetliei- tin* tiTKim of ap«ecU um 
eut'li uietKwl in iiiiiul. or only ita fuiictiuli. 
Tho opiKruoMt koldn tliiit III* them is ao aientiun 
iu tlie text ubout tin* funetiun of Hpew'k geitiutr 
»ierK«i1. vrv kuvo to umlerKtiuul tkni the uiKiiii 
itself kvN merj^l in niinil. 

Tlia Sutra rvfutis* this TirU’ aud suyx tkiit 
only the fum-tion' of tke m’Kan of sp«eck ^(rts 
raerfpKl in mind. Mind is not tlio material cuiisi* 
of tke orgnn.s, und us surk they (*auuot get inerfred 
in it. it is only iu the material cause that <iie 

effei'is get mergeil, iiuti us iniiid ie uol ilie 

niuteriiil muse of tlir organs, %vu knTe to under- 
stand here ky s)>eerh nut Um orgace, but its 

function. A function of tke organ, unlike the 
orgon itself, nm get merged in mind, even 

though it is not the cause of that functira, just us 
the burning property of fire, wkiek has its start 
in wood, becomes extinct in water. The acrip- 
tuml statement therefore refers to tke fnnctiou of 
speech, the function aud the thing to which it be¬ 
longs being viewetl as one. We also notice that n 
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•lyiiilf mail firat ItMu* hU {uuctiiiu of speech. 
thoQRli liu iniui) u hUII functioniog. So we 
hiiTv to uiidvrMt4iutl from experieuce uleo that the 
fuurtidii of N]»eech, uii4 uot the organ itself, is 
)neige<l in mind. 

iw ^ II ® II 

ORf: For the none reaton ^ and all 

(organs) ^ after. 

2. And for the same reason all (or¬ 
gans) follow (mind. i.e, get their functions 
merged in it). 

For the nine muNOiM iih atuted tu Sutra 1 the 
fnuittioiM a( the miimiiniig oigaua follow, ^e. 
get merged in mind. “The Are is reril; the 
.('lUnN, (or (hey in whom the ftiv hna been extiu- 
guiAtied, go for rebiHh with their o^aua nhaorbed 
in mind'* v^r. 3. B). Thia text xiinwa that the 
fum-tioiu uf nil (he organa get nieiged iu mind. 

7^»/jir Thr fuitrtioH of miiid yet$ weryed 
in PrUna. 

RW, II ^ II 

trt.That ipn raiiid sHlio PrAna JWJfl. from the 
aabtaquoDt olauae (of tba Bruti). 

3. That mind (is merged)' in Pr&na. 
(as is seen) from the subsequent clause (of 
the Sruti cited). 
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That miud, in whlcli Uim fuavtioo* of tLo 
lUflorent orgnus g€t iu«rgo(l, iu itt» ■ turu geU 
merged in Pranu, for Uie Sruti cited iu Sutm 
1 says, “Mind iu i'runu." The opponent holde 
that here, unlike the case uf the orgnna, it is mind, 
itself, end not its function, that gets merged 
iu Pr&ua, inasmuch as Ihriue (mn be said to be 
the material cause of mind. In support of his 
ountentiuu he cites the following texts: “Mind 
consists of food, Prinu of wuter" (Chh. 0. C. G) 
nud “\rat«r sent fovth eurth'’ (Chh. G. 2. 4). 
tVhen mind is merged iu Pr&ua, it is the same 
thing as earth buing meiged ilk wuter, fur mind 
is food or eurth, and Pr4nn is water. Heure the 
Sruti here speaks not of tlio function of miud, 
but of mind itiwlf getting merged in Ihiuia. The 
Sutm refutea this Tiew and leys that this i-elatiuit 
of causality by un indirect proceM doss not justify 
our understnndiug tliat mind itself is mergeil in 
Pr4na. So here abko it Li the function oloue that 
gets merged, nnd this is justified on the same 
grounda is given in Kiitra 1. vis. scriptural state* 
ment and experience. tVe find that miud ceases 
to function ill n dying men, even while his vitab 
force is fuuctinning. 

Tojwif J: The /wNct/wr nf Ou> riUil force 
gett merped m tfic tndj'riJiwif soul, 

II ^ II 

9 That (Prins) *1'^ in the raler (Jivay 
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oil ftocount of (atAteowntii ucprcMint)- 
ftpproftch to that oCc. 

4. That (Prdna) ie merged in th» 
ruler (Jiya) on account of (statements ex¬ 
pressing) approach to that etc. 

In tli« text fitccl in iSutm 1 ire hare, “PriSA 
(is uergeil) in fire.” Him- then can it be aaid 
that the fuuctiuu of Pr&un is merged in the indi¬ 
vidual sonl, nsks the op{Mmeut. The Sutra jaeti> 
fiee its view on the ground that ntatemeuts about 
Prinas coming to the Jim etc. are found in KTip- 
tural texts. “All the Prftuns nppromh t^ 
departing inau at tho thiie uf death’’ (Rrih. 4. St. 
38). Also, “When it departs, the vital forur 
followe’’ (Brih. 4. 4. 2). The text cited in Sntru. 
1 does not, h>m'ever, contradict this vieu', ns the 
following Sutra s]io«*>i. 

*1^^; II II 

In the clemeuU from the Sruti texts 

to that effoct. 

5. In the elements (is merged) (the 
Jiya with the PrAnas), as it is seen from tho 
Sruti. 

If ve nudentnnd, “Pr5ua (is luorgcd) in 
fire” 01 meunhig that the Jivu with Piina is 
merged iu fitv, there is no coutradictioa between 
this Sruti text nn<i what is said iu the last Sutre. 
So Prinn is first mergeil in tho individoal soul 



BRAHMA'SIJTRAS 


t4.2.7 


47ii 


loul tbru (Ills wiui with Tviiui ItiktM iIm nbode in 
the Kile wneni'c of tho irnnw eloiiiputit, firs vto., 
ihs M^il of tliw futmu boily. 

M ^ II 

K Xot one 4<l4d'. (both) deoluro to l(( 

Jor. 

(i. (The floul with Pr&nn is luerrad) 
Jiot in one (element only), for both (the 
Sruti and Smriti) decinre ho. 

At (he time of dnith. wlivu the Koul letiree 
line IxKly uiul gotw in for niiother. it tofrrtber with 
-the eubtle boily. abides in tlio fim* emunu'u ot nil 
the tcnxts rlrineiitt uml not iu fire only, fur all the 
•clementM ure r«H{uirc(l for n future body. 
Vide ;j. 1. 2. 

Tii/w'r J: The iiitHle lieintrlurr frnH% the tunlg 
np to the vnp i» roinwion to both n knuvtr of 
titp SnyiiHu UnthuutH unit on tmUHaru man. 

*(*(|J1! it ii 

tWWCooinion ^ and «*! up to tbe 

bof inniDg of their ways ei^rt iainwrUlity ^ and 
not haTiDg burnt (igaoranoe). 

7. And common (is tbe mode of de* 
portore at tbe time of death for both the 
Icnower of the Saguna Brahman and the 
ignorant) up to the beginning of their ways; 
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and the immortality (of the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman is only relative), not 
having burnt (ignorance). 

For tlir kiKnrer tif the Niiytiux Bralimuu 
tlifiv iM no (l«)nirtuiv ut nil. lirimn^ hi-* cam, 
tlir oppon«nt HuyM that tUii mode of i]ei>arture 
from the Ixuly for the kuover of the Sa^unn 
Bnihinuii nud (he ii^iarunt oof^ht to be different, 
ns they nttoin different nbndes nfter death, tlie- 
funner rennhioft Rnthmalokn and the latter beiufr 
reborn in this world, Thi« .Satra aoyn that the 
Icnower of the Brnkinnii enters at death- 

the nerve Snahumni. and then gon out of the- 
berdy, and takes to tho |>ath of the ^le. i^ile the 
iiznorant enter mnie other nerve und no by 
iiiKither way to Imve rebirth. But till they enter 
im their respective w»ys, the method of departure 
at death in cauimun to both, for it is soiuethint; 
pertaiiiiujr to this life, and like lutxipiness ond- 
inimry it is the same for both. 

Tnpie 6: Tfir iHfraing of jirt rtr. nf tUalh in tW 

Supretno it tint abtohu^ tn^rging. 



?ni,Tbat OI np to the aUainment of Biab* 
man (through Knowledjo) bccaiieo 

(ecriptaree) declare the etate of relative axietenoe. 

8. That (fine body lasts) up to the attain* 
ment of Brahman (through Knowledge),. 
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because (the scripuu'es) declare the ntate of 
relative existence (till then). 

lu tbe text rrit^d in Hyitra 1 vt* liuri*, "And 
lire (is tuerg«<t) in the .Supreme Deity". Tlie 
tipponeut nrtrucs tliot lui utul the other elc- 
nieuta n» luerRed iu the Supreme Deity, which is 
the caUM of these elenieuts, this is ouly the final 
tluuolutiuu, uml M> everynue ut ileuth attains 
Liberation. This 8ahm suys that this merging is 
tiot absolute luei^iiK. hut the one experience 
in deep hleep. Only the {uiiutluiis of iheM ele- 
Jnents are merged, iinil nut the eUtneitts them- 
telven. The fiiui) iliMolutioa ilore not tnVe place 
till Euon'Iedge is iittoiucil; for the licnptnrm 
‘declare that till tlnu the iiuUriiluul soul is exiU* 
ject to rwlatire cxietenev; "Some souls enter the 
womh to have n cio. (Knth. 2. o. 7). It 

the merging at death were absolute, then there 
■could be no rebirth. 

SWFRW, it II 

Subtle as i-egarde eixe ^ and so 
bcoauBe it is e.xi>crienccd. 

9. (This line body) U aubtle (by 
nature) and eize, because it is so expert^- 
•euoed. 

The body fomieil from Uie esaence of tJie 
.groM elemente in which the soul abides at the 
itime of death is subtle by miture and sixe. This 
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i«i aadontoA<l from x-riptuml statement* which 
<lec)are that it troes nut alnug the Nidia (nerree). 
So it is nec««arilj subtle or small in eiie. Its 
transpareucy explaiua why it is not obstructed by 
bodies, or is nut fieen when it passes out At 

death. 

II II 

R Not by tho destruction <19: therefore. 

10. Therefore (this subtle body is) not 
(destroyed) by the destruction (of gross 
body). 

3T^ 9WTT II \\ 11 

SffVt^Tothis (fino body) alone ^ and 399^ t 
because of possibility this Siun (bodily) heat 

11. And to this (fine body) alone does 
this (bodily) heat belong, because this (only) 
is possible. 

The bodily heat obeerred iu lirisg onimaU 
beloD^fs lo thia subtle body and not to the grosi 
body, for the heat is felt so long as there ie life 
and not after that. 

Topic 6: Tho PrdMi of a htover of the yirgnoa 
Brahman do not dopart from (ho body at doath. 

^, 51, II II 

S)^|^>99.0d account of donial 4% *^11 it be eaid 
S not *0 frofo the individual tonl. 
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12. If it be said (that the Prftnas of a 
knower of Brahman do not depart), on 
account of the Sruti denying it; (we say) 
not so, (because the scripture denies the 
departure of the Prilnos) from the indivi' 
dual soul (and not from the body). 

Thu Sutm gives the view uf ths i>i>]>oiient. 

“His l^rAiius du luit depuH” (Dnli. 4. 4. ft). 
t«t refer* ti» u knower of the Nirgumr 
JlrtihniHi). It Moy* that his Vrunn* do mil detmrt 
ut iloath. The uvuoueiit boIilM tlint the deuiol <if 
the depsirhin* of the I'ruutw i* fitmi the mml uiul 
not from the iHMiy. It my* that the iVunn* d<r 
not depart from tlic soul—not that they do not 
depart frnni the hmly, for iu the latter vnao tlicnv 
will be so death at all. This is made all tbi* 
more clear from llto IfMhynndino re<-oiuinn. 
which aaya. “Pnnn Uiin” etc. Therefore the annl 
of one who know* Hruhmnu posiim <mt of (he hotly 
with the Vrfino.*. 

5'%^. II 11 

trc*' Clear l( for aotno (schools). 

13. For (the denial of ibe departure) 
is clear (in the texts) of some (schools). 

This SutKi refutes the vietr of the previouA 
one by connecting the detiiol to the body and not 
to the soul. 

That the PrAiuu do not de]uir( frnm ibe body 
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ie made clear from Smti text* like, '* 'Y6jnaTal- 
kyn', said lie, ‘When tkie (liberated) man dies, do 
Ilia Pr&nw go ap from him, or do they not?’ 'No' 
replied Yhjuuvalkya, ‘they merge in him only' ” 
eto. (Brih. 3. 2. 11). Therefore we have to 
toko even the M&dbyoiidian reading 'from him’ 
to refer to the body. ia not tine that if the 
Priinaa do not depart there will be no death, for 
they do not remain in the body, bnt get meigod, 
which uakee life impoaeible, and we aay in coin- 
mon parlance that the peraon ia deed. Moreover, 
if the Pr&naa did deport with the aonl from the 
body, then a rebirth of such a aonl would be in¬ 
evitable, and consequently there would be no 
Liberation. So the Pi-kuas do not depart from 
the Imdy is the case of the knower of BmhmAn. 

^ ii tv It 

The Smriti mya (so) ^ and. 

14. And the Smriti (also) says (so). 

"Ihe gods themselves are perplexed, looking 
for the path of him who has no path’' (Vbh. 
13. 370. 23) which thus denies departure for the 
knower of Brahman. 

T'ofHc 1: The orgoiu of the knovMrr of the 
fiirffvna Broltmem get merged «a It at death. 

d«iwii( a ii 

(II& Those qt in the Supreme Brahman ^ so % 
for ^ (the soripiure) »ys. 
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15. Tboue fPrd.na8) («re merged) in 
the Supreme Brahman, lor so {the scripture) 
says. 

Thin Sutn denri-ilMM wkut hsppemt to th« 
'Prh&M (organ*) and th« fine ewende of the gro^ 
elements in vhich they abide, in the cos^ of a 
lenower of Brahman whot<Uee. These organ* and 
the elements get merged in the Snpreme Bnvh- 
man. ''The sixteen digit* of this witness, the 
rnroeha, haring their gml in Him are dissnlred 
on reaching Him'''(Pr. (i. 5). The'text, “All tlio 
Afteen parte of their body enter into their canses” 
etc. (Hu. 3. 2. 7) given the end from a relfttiro 
standpoint, neriordiug to which the body disinte¬ 
grates and goes bank to its naueS,' the elements. 
The former text npeuks from a transcendental 
standpoint, aocording to which the whole sggre- 
gnte is merged in Bvabirian, even as the. illusory 
snake is merged in ' the rope when khowlerlgc 
dawns. • . 

Topic S: The diffiu (Aohis) of the lenowor of (Ito 
A’trgtmo Brahman attain abtolvta non- 
diitinetion with Braltvtan at death. 

aiftHPi:, II m\ 

N'op-distinotion 4*^14.00 aooonnt of the 
^temeot (of the scriptares). 

16. (Absolute) non^distincti;^. ‘ '(with 


I. 
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Brahman of the parte merged takes place) 
aooording to the statement (of the 
lures). 

‘‘Tlieir ilcuum tuuL foi'su art dentro^ed, and 
3 >eople apoak of th« i'ujauha only.^ Thta- ha be- 
•comes devoid of digita and immortal” (Pr. 6. 5). 
The digit! get abaolutely merged m the Supreme 
Brahman. The merging in the case of the 
dmover of llnkhswui U absoUle, whereas in th* 
<a!u of an ordinary penon it U not so; they exist 
•n n fine potential state, the cause of future r*> 
hirth. But in the case of the knover of Brahman, 
Soowledge having destroyed ignomace, all these 
^ligits which are hut its effects, get merged obso* 
lutcly, without any chance of ntipping up again. 

Topic 0: The jottl of Uie ktunter of (h« SnpHHa 
SrnhtMH comet to the heart at the terns of 
deuth and tAsnes goet oat through 
the 

TOTOfWTSTC:, 

ffWT II ?»» II 

^‘^^3|R3i|t(SilThei]lumioiogoftbotopof its 
^sotil|f) abode (the heart) wHh the 

paiMge illamined by this light owing to 

Che efficacy of knoisledge 
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btcAUAC of the api>roprintci)o« of constant noditn* 
tioa of the wiy whieh » n liart nf that koowlcdco 
nod bcins fnvonred bjr Him who rcaidea 

in tha heart by the one that is beyond tho 

baodred. 

17. (When 'the fioal of a knower of tho 
Sagona Brahman is about to depart from 
the body, there is) the illumining of the top- 
of its abode (the heart); with &e passage 
(for the exit of the soul) illumined by this- 
^ht (t^ sonl departs), being favours by 
Him who resides in the heart, along that 
nerve which is beyond the hundred {i.e. the 
hundred and first nerve or the Sushiunn&) 
owing to the efficacy of the knowledge and 
the appropria^ness of his constant medita¬ 
tion on the way which .is a part of that 
knowledge. 

Thin Satra describes the exit from the body 
of a knower of tho Sa^iu Brahman. It hos al¬ 
ready been stated in Sutra 7 that till the soul’s- 
entering on the path, the mode of departure of n 
knower of the Sdguna Brahman and an ignorant 
man is the same. The Brihad&ranyaka text des¬ 
cribing the deeth of a person says, ’’When this- 
self becomM weak and senMlees, ns it were, the 
organs come to it...it comos to the heart” ^rih. 
4. 4. 1); again, ’’The top of tbo heart brightens. 
ThrongU that brightened top the self departs. 
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•«‘ithei- througb <h« «y«, or tbrougb tho bead, or 
diiuugb uuy other port of th« boily” (Brih. 
4. 4. 2). TIi«m textv show thnt at the time of 
the Koul together with the (irgoiu comes to 
tho hetirt. At that moment the (leparting soul. 
Oil siroount of its |Kuit works, hns a peculiar ecu- 
«ciousaeM picturing to it its next life, and goes |o 
the body which is reTcalod by that oonscioxunees. 
This is whut is inferred to ns the iilumioing of 
she top of the heart. With this particular con- 
eciuusnesn the soul gees out, along one of the 
nerves that issue from the heart, to the eyes, or 
4MU-B, or the skull, or other parts of the body, 
which it finoliy leaves through that purticular 
■exit, 'fhe question now is whether this departm'o 
is the Slime for a knuwer of the Sagunn Brahman 
nnd on ordiiiaiy niiiii. This Satin soys that 
though the illumining of the top of the heart is 
<i’Oiumiin to both, yet the knowor of the Sogunn 
Bnihman, through the grace of the liOrd who 
abides in the heart, departs through the skull 
only, while others depart through other parts. 
This is eonsisteui with his knowledge and cons* 
font meditation on the way out through the 
hundred nnd firrft nerve, the Snshumnft. Tlie 
following text elucidates it: ‘‘There ore a 
hundred and emo nerves of the heart; one of 
-them penettutes the head; going up along that, 
one nttains Immortnli^l the others serving for 
vlepflrtnre in various direetions" (Chh. 6. 6. 6.). 
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Topic 10: The toul of a bnowrr of- titc ^auuna- 
hmiwtan foUtnot the rapi of ihr jnm aftrr 
death and goes to fJraTtniahtht. 

n U II 

Pollowiog ilte rnjrt- 

18. (The soul of b knower of the* 
Saguna Brahman when he dies) follows the 
rajs {of the sun). 

lu the Chbindofiijn Tj'pimiHhutl we have, "... 
«D do these ra.ru of the snn po ti» both the wnrlde, 
this as well as the other. They fimreeil from thw 
sQii nad enter iiihi theee nerves*' (8. 6. 2); n;(aih, 
"When be tlm<) tlcparN from (bis ho«ly. their 
nlong theiw very rnys he proceedH upwnnV' etr. 
18. 0. 5). In these texts we Iceiin that the soal of 
the knower of the SaRunu Brahman, after deport¬ 
ing fioin the iMKly along the Sushunuii, follows 
the rays of the nun. A doubt nrisee whether the 
•oul of one who i>owes owny m the night alM> 
MIows the ruye. The >Sutni nays that the soul, 
whether it departs in the night or daring the day,, 
follows the mys. 

j •!» a.^lf«Keu<T r 

^ II II 

Ml la the nieht R sot it be anid R not 

SWWfB 4Wl,^(*KAnn,becaaee the connection ron- 
tinaes as long as tlie body Inata ^9^ (tho 8mti> 
deolare a R atao. 
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10. tf it be said (that tbe soul does) 
not (follow the rays) in the night, (we say) 
not so, because the connection (of the 
nerves and the rays) continues as lone as 
the body lasts; (the Sruti) also declares 
(this). • 

The text quoted in tbe Inet Sutra*, Chb. 8. 8 2, 
•luiirB that the bonuectaon between the rajs ond 
thu nerve* Inste as long- ns the body lasta. So it 
in iminAtorinl whether the soul paasee out by day 
or by night. Moreover, the eun'a rays cMiUnue 
even during the night, though we do not feel their 
preaence owing to the fact that at night their 
number is limited. The Sruti aUo says, '"Even 
hy night the sun shedi hia rays.” The roiult of 
knowledge cannot be made to depend on the acci¬ 
dent of death* by day or night. 

Tnjne 11: The aoul of the Iwower of the Saffvna 
linxhmttn pool to Brahtnalnica oren if he ahouli 
die dtirinp the toyttJiem cotrrje of the ran. 

wtTajl-MVfsfi 11 11 

ORT: For the same reason ^ and en^ during tbe 
Bun’e doiirse even soutbern. 

do. 'And for the same reason (the soul 
follows the* raysy even ^uring the sun’s 
southern course. 

An ohiectioh ia raised by the oppoMttt that 
the eo'ul' of 'the knower of BrnhiiiAn who panes 
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away flnnng the Boathrrn coune of tb« ann (luo« 
not follow the nya to BrAhmolok*. u both the 
and Smriti My thut only one who diet 
daring the northern coutM of the san goes tlitsro. 
Moreorer, it ii also writtou that Bhiahma waited 
for th^ northern couno of the axm to leave the 
body. This Sutra mjb that for the nine Tconoit 
«s mentimed in the Inst Sntra, t.e. the onreaBon- 
ableness of making the, resolt of knowledge; 
depend on the accident of death happeiiing at n 
particolor time, the knower of the Sagana Brnh* 
man goes to Brabmoloka even if he should dio 
doting the sontheru coum of the sun. In thu 
text, ','Those who know thus...go .to light, from 
light to day, from day to the bright ball of tha 
month, and from that to the six months of thu 
northern couee of the sun” (Chh. 10. 1), the 
points in the northern coutm of the sun do not 
refer to any diTuioo of time but to deitiee as will 
be shown under 4. 9. 4. Bbishma's waiting, how* 
ever, wm for upholding approved custom and for 
showing that on account of bis father’s boon he 
could die at will. 

Jift ^ W’flT, WPT ^ II II 
4lfng: With respect to the Yogis ^ and 

the Smriti declares belonging to the olaas of 
Smritis ^ and Uiese two. 

21. And (these times) the Smriti 
declares with respect to the Yogis; and 

\ 
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these two (Yoga and Sftnkhya according 
to which they practise SAdhanA) are classed 
as Smritis (and not Srutis). 

In th« Uita wr hare paMOgm vtioh daoloire 
that iMnwna who die during the <\a; etc. do not 
rvtani any more to thin mortal world. Vide 
Qit& 8 . 23, 24. On the Htrength ot these texta,' 
th« opponent snys that the det-iition o( the pro- 
vioos 8ntra cnnooi be correct. This Satre refatee 
that objection saying that these details as to time 
ntentioned in the Qitt apply only to 70^18 who 
practtM Sidhonh according to Toga and S&nkhya 
•syatenu; und these two are Smritia, not Smtis. 
Hence the limitations os to time uientionod in 
ihem do not apply to those who meditate on the 
i>aguna Brahmnn ncconling to the Smti texta. 


CHAKIKU IV 


Skctiok in 

In the Ust snction tb« dopnrlure a! tko »out 
of a knowor of the Soffun» Brohuion by the patib 
of the gods has been described. Thin eoctiou 
deals with the path itself. 

Topic 1: TIk path cunnecirJ icjth tieitict begitt- 
mug ioith that of tiui fiame it the tmly palHi to 
BraJimaloka. 

aff^t r R r d i, iRSffirt: ii ? ii 
(Oa the path coniieoted with deities) 
begioniog with that of tho flame ?n!:aRr?l:' that'being 
welt known (from tho Srati). 

1. (On the path connected with 
deities) beginning with that of the flame- 
(the aoul of the i^wer of the Saguna Brah¬ 
man travels to Brahmaloka after death), 
that being well Icnown (from the Sruti). 

In the last eection it was stated that the 
koower of the Saguna Brahman travels by 
I>eTaytaa or the path of the gods to Brahmaloko. 
About this path itself different texts make 
different declaratioiu. The Chhhudogya and the- 
Brihad&renyaka say that the departed soul of 
snrh a person reaches first the deity identified* 


s 
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with, the Vide Chb. &. 10. 1 and Brih. 

C. 2. 15. The BrihadAnitiynku in counectioQ with 
HUoth«r VidyA lUiyH thnt it roarhee the nir. Vide- 
Btih. 6.. 10. 1. Th« BnushitAhi Upuuiidutd miya. 
thnt it reachee the teorhl of fliv. Vide Knu. 1. 3. 
The Mnndekn myx thnt it tfarele by the path of 
the auD. Vide Uu. 1. 11. The qiuMtion ie whethei- 

theae tezU refer to diftvreut iNitim or are different 
doecriptione of the euiue txkth, the path of the 
(fod». The opponent hedde that theee texfe refer 
to different pathe to Brehmaloka. The Sntrm 
rofntes tbu riow and eays thnt oil the tests refer 
to and give only different pniiiculere of the. samo 
poth, the path connected with deities beginning 
with that identified with the flnine. AVhy? On> 
account of 'ita being well known from the Srntl 
texts that this is the path far all knower* of Brah¬ 
man. '‘Thoxv who know this (Vni^cbagoi VidyAV 
nnd those who in the forest meditate with faith 
and penance, reach the deity identified with 
flame" eioj (Chh. 5. 10. 1) shows that this p«]h 
connected with deities beginning with that of the 
flame belongs to all knowers of Brahman what¬ 
ever be ,the VidyA throngh which they bovu 
attained that knowledge. Moreover, the goat 
attained, fix. Umhmaloka, being the same in all! 
cases, and there being no justificAtion for regnrd- 
ing thu path ns different on account of tluir being 
treated,-in .different chapters, since some part o£ 
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tkr pnili i« reco(^ii«-(l in all taxti, we have Ui 
•oonclude that all the texta refer to the Mime path, 
but give tUfferent particulam, which have all to 
ibe <‘ombin<K\ for n full cle«rription of the path. . 

T't'pic ti: TIte lUpartittj/ soul reoeJu* tJi* deity 
of the year oncf (/»«» the deity of the otV. 


u ^ II 

4^The deity of Cho air 9f<^Pl.from thedeitjr of 
'tlie year 9|l4^*A^^I^|(ion aoontint of the absence 


-and preeence of apeoiftoation. 

2. (The douarted soul of a knower of 
l.l>e Saguna. Bi'anman goes) from the deity 
•of the year to the deity of the air, on ac¬ 
count of the absence and presence of 
■specification. 


In the last Kutra it was stated that the 
•different texfs give diffci'ent particolarB or adages 
•of the some )isth. This Suti's fbus the order of 
the stages. The Kaushitaki describes the path ns 
follows: '‘The Vpusaka, haviug reached the 
path of the gtxls, I'eaches the world of Agni (fire), 
■of Vkya (air), of Vnmna..of Indra, of PrajfipoH, 
oud then of Biohjunn” (Kau. 1. 8). Again tlio 
■Chh4nd<^ya t/punisbad describes the path ,os 
follows: “They reach the deity identified with 
the flame, from him to the deity of the day, from 
%im to the deity of the bright half of the month, 
<rom him to the deities identified with the sis 
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moatlu o{ the iiortbcrn p«t]i of tlio aua, froi& 
tliem to the dotty of th« yoar, from bun to Utc 
doity of tbo ouu, from him to tho deity of Utc- 
tnooa, from him to the doiiv of lightnuig’” 
(Chh. 5. 10. 1). 

In tfaoM two t*xU tho first deity they reach is- 
said to be the deity of the flume or fire. 8o the 
storting point is clearly pointed out by both 
texts, for they say that having reached the path 
of the gods the departed souls reach this deity. 
Combining these two texts we have to place the' 
deity of air in between the deity of the yeer and 
the deity of the sun. Why? Because of the 
absence and presence of specification. “When a. 
man departs from this world, he reachM the- 
(deity idestified with) air, which males an open* 
tag for kin...He goet upwardt through UuU. and 
reocAes the (Jetty of the) snn’’ (Brih- 5. 10. 1). 
This text fixes that air comee immediately before 
the sun because we perceive a regular order of 
succession. Bnt ss regards air coming after the- 
deity of the flame there is no specification, but 
simply a statement: “He comee from the world 
of fire to that of air.“ In between iheso two 
stages we have several other stages which the 
Chh&ndogya text mentions. Agsin in the text. 
“From the deities identified with the six months 
in which'the sun travels northward he'reaohea the 
dei^ identified with the world of the gods’* 
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(Blilt. U. 2. Id). Tu kwp the immodiate »eqTiK&ce 
uf tliu deit; iileutifiiid with air and that 
identified with the nun, we niuet undentand that 
the M>ul IMUUMW fmm the deity uf the world of the 
ff«K)e to the deity of the nir. Again in the texts 
•uf the Chhintdofryn and the Briboddranyaka, thu 
nleity of the world of the gud« U not ineDlione4l 
in the funner and the deity of the year in the 
latter. Both hare to be included in the full dee* 
-criptiou of the imth, and aince the year is connei;* 
ted with the . inuiitha, the deity of the ye«ir 
precedes the deity uf the world uf the gods. 

Topic 3: After reurltini; llui ddtp itUnlified vith 
Mffhtniiiff the soul rourhrs iho leorltl of I'orvna. 

II ^ M 

After the deity of lightoing (oomee) 
Yaruna{raia>god} aooouDtoftbo coanec* 

•tioa. 

3. After (reaching the deity of ligbt- 
niuff (the Boul reaches) varuna, od account 
«of tne connection (between the two). 

The Chhiudogya text i-eude, "From the tun 
“te the moon, from moon to lightning." The 
ganehitoki text rood*, "From Y&yu to Taruna." 
Combining theee two text* we h«Te to place 
Yonuxa oftor lightning, on account of Hhe oon- 
-ueetion between the two. Yorunn it the god of 
wain, and lightning .preoedes rein. So after 
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litrktniiiff conjft* Vuninn. A»d after Vamna oom« 
Iiidra and rrajlpati, fur there ut no other place 
for them, luid thu Knuehituki text aleo puts them 
there. 

So the iwmp^ete eiiniaeralion of the stages of 
fhe i>ath of the gods is n« follova: First the 
deity of tbe^flojne or firo, Uien the deity of the 
<luy, the deity of the bright half of the month, 
the deities of the aix uionthe when the stin trarels 
to the north, the deity of the year, the deity of the 
world of gtKls, the deity of -the air, the son, the 
moon, tho deity of lightning, the..world of 
Varunn, the world of Indm. the world of Fraji* 
jmti, and finally Jli-ahnaloka. 

Topic 4: yiamo cic, referred lo tn the tart 
detcHhinff the path of tf»s godt me<m deitiet 
iV2cnt</fsd vith the ftavie etc., vhich 
conduct, the tout xtage after itage 
tiU Jtrahmalolca it reached. 

II V U 

(Theee aro) deitiee condneting the seal 
QllfilRKhoo aooonnt of indicatory marks of that. 

4. (These are) deitiee conducting the 
muJ (on the path of the gods), on account 
of indicatory marks to that effect. 

In the text* cited in the prerioiu SntrAt, 
flume, brig^ half of the month, year, etc, an the 
deities identified with these, which seoej^ the 
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depnrt^l boqI and coDduel ii on its way to 
Brstunnloka. That deitioa are meant here, and 
not marks or plaoos of enjoyment, is indiftoted 
by the text of the ChU&ndugyn, which ends thus: 
"From the moan to the litrbtntiig. Then a hein^p 
who is not a man leads them to Brahman." (Chh. 
4. 16. 6; 6. 10. 1). This text showii that unlike 
the preTions guides who were mote or Ism human, 
this particular guide is not hxunan in nature. 



Prom the benumbed state of both 
t that is established. 

5. (That deities are meant in those 
texts) is established, because both (t.s. the 
traveller and the path) arc benumbed (i.e* 
unconscious). 

The departed souls, because their organs etc. 
are withdrawn into the mind, are incapable of 
guiding themselves. And the dame etc. being 
without intelligence cannot guide the souls. 
Hence it is proved that intelligent deities identi* 
fled with the flame etc. guide the souls to Brahma* 
loka. Koreover, as the mgans of the deported 
souls are withdrawn into the mind, (hey cannot 
enjoy, and so flame and the rest cannot worlds 
where they enjoy. 

H ? II 

' By (the superhuman ) guide cxHuiectcd 
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wirh UehUtine ftlfme ga? from thcnoc that 

bcinK known from the SrutL 

0. From thence (the souls are guided) 
by the very same (superhiunan) person who 
comes to lightning, thut being known from 
the Sruti. 

After they have raHchwl tli|. dnty identified 
n'ith Hffhtiiiiig, they are Ie<I by thnt very aupet' 
liuinnii penmn who take< rhntire of them from the 
deity of Hjihtiuiig to Bnihmalnkn through the 
worldx of Yaruna, lodm. nnd Pinj&pati. Thia it 
known fmn Chh. 4. 1>*>. 0. o. lU. I and Brih. 
R. «. J*3. Varnjiii and other* do not actually 
iruide the soul like the earlier guides, since the 
euperhuuian ]Mjrson guide* them all through after 
liglitniug up to Brahmaluka. They only farour 
the Mml* either by not obetnicting or helping 
them in luime way. 

Theivfore it is Mtablishftd that by flame etc. 
deitie* are mcoat. 

Topic 3: Tilie Itmhmon to vhioh the d*partc<f 
hou/m ffft by tho jxUh of the i$ tJte 
&igima /froAtfuifi. 

^ WT^fr, II W II 

sa^'fhe relative (BrahmaiO 81 ^ B&dari «W ita 
on acoonnt of the ix>«ibiltty of being the 

goal. 


a.a—12 
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7. The relative (Brahman) (is attain¬ 
ed by the aoul going the path of the 
gods), (ao says) BAdnri. on account of the 
possibility of its being the goal (of a 
journey). 

In the pnvioafi Hutrn the irny was disciutsed. 
Now from this Satrn onwnrds the discnssioo i« 
about the Roal rrachcil. Tbr ChbA&d(^ 7 a text 
<|Uot<Hl in i-oimi'ction with ihr wuy, »ys, ‘Then 
* beiiiR wlin is ni>t » ntuu Iviitbi them to Brali- 
moij’* (C3>b. •"». Itl. 1). The «]uei(li<>u is whether 
this Brmlunao is thr SuiRniin Brnliinan or the 
Supreme Brahtnaii. Budnri suys it is the Sogunn 
Bmhuian, for such n jouruey is possible only 
with respect to the Skruoa Brnhntan, which is 
Soite und therefore occuiues n particular place 
to which the souls may ro. Bat it is not possible 
with respect to the NirRuna Bruhman, which is 
iill-pervadinR. 

II C II 

acoonnt of the finolUication ^ and. 

8. And on account of the qualifica- 
tion (with respect to this Brahman in 
another test). 

"And conducts them to the tcorJds of 
Brahman" (Brih. 6. 2. 16). The plural niunber 
is not possible with respect to the Supreme 
Brahman, while it is possible in the ease ^ the 


1 
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Sn^otiiii Kruhiiiaii, vhit'li ni»y abidr in iliffctrvni 
K'onditions. 

it ii 

Rnlt^flOR auoonot of tbu ncnrncuA 3 ^ 

(iu) deaignaUon a» thnt. 

0. But on Rccoimt of the nearness (of 
the Si^ina Brahman to the Supreme Brah¬ 
man. it is) designated as that Supreme 
Brahman). 

'JiuC wtM iiitide iiuy donbt tbftt mciy arise ou 
uivuunt t)f (he word ’Bmhmnu' bein^ used for 
ibe Soaruua Itrubitiun in the ChhAitdofrya text. 
This (leaifpxfltion, the Sutra says, is becaoM of 
the iirurnnK of the SoKuna Brahinnu to the Sup- 
none Bnihmnn. 

II II 

On tho dissoUitioo of the Bfahnnloks 
along with the ruler of that world (t.e. 
Satpina Brahman) sttc higher than that («A the 
Supreme Brahman) on aeonunt of the de- 

olaraUnn of the Sruti. 

10. On the dissolution of the Brah- 
maloka (the souls attain), along with the 
niler of that world, what is higher than 
that (t.9. the Supreme Brahmaiu, on ac¬ 
count the declaration of the Sruti. 

If the «oq1s i;oing by the path of tho gods 
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micli ilif Siipuiin Hnihmiin. tbrn hew <*an u Ktuteo' 
mriit like '‘Tlii*y uo laon* return to thie world'* 
(Hrilt 2. )o> W* Dinde with raspect tu thein. 
DA thrrp enn Im nu poriniiiiPiioy anywhnv upurt 
from Uia Hujimne JtnihjiiHn!’ Thin Sntm I'X' 
pLittu it xayinff timt ui the diasolution of the 
Brolimnlukn the Kmlx, which hy ihnt lime hove- 
ottitiued Knuwledire. olun# with the Bn^on 
Bniliutun iittiiin whnt i« higher thnn the >Sngiinu 
Hmbtiuin, i.r. the Kui^n'nie Bmhinnn. So the- 
Srnti U'xt-i dechtn*. 

II n II 

On RiH*oaiit of tlie Smnti V »nd< 

U. And on account of the Smriti^ 
(t«xt« supporting this view). 

qtf It Xk ii 

The Snivcme (Brahmen) (so Ays) 

Jauuint on account of thnt beiug tlie 

primary luouiing (of tli« word ‘BrAhman*). 

12. The Supreme (Brahman) (i8< 
attained by the souls going by the path of 
the gods), (so says) Jaimini, on account of 
that being the primary meaning (of the- 

word ‘Brahman’), « 

« * 

Stttrvi 12*14 gii’e. a prima facia view uf the- 
matter. ^ 

Jaimini thinks thnt the word 'Brohinnn' in 
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the (;hHmhiff.vu text refei-« to th« Suiirvine 
Jtnihiiuiii. iiH thut ix the pi-imnry raeauiog of th« 
woi-tl. 


II II 

ftccoiiiit o£ tito Sniti text* ^ auil. 

13. And becauite the Sruti declares 

that. 

“lioiiijt U]>WHn)s by thot he reuchn irauior- 
tiility” (t.’ijh. K. ». «; Ettih. 3. «. 16). Thii Uxt 
Miyx tlmC the miqI vhieh ptitMca nuk of tlw hotly by 
the nerve Siwhuuitin reiiehe* iiuinurtulity, and 
thin eiiii In- uttiuikeil only iu the bxttnremo 
dliiihiiiuu. 


^ II U II 

•t Not ^ nnd sa? in the Sactino Braluoan 
the (leoire to attein Bi-aliniftii. 

14.' And the desire to attain Brahman 
(whicl) an C’p&saka has at the time of death 
■can) not (be with respect to) the Sagunn 
Brahman. 

*'l tniiUtt to the neecnibly-hrnise of Prmjupwti" 
(Chh. 8. 14. 1). Tliifi dwire to nUoin ‘the honee’ 
cuiiuot be with reaiMct to the So^ua Brahmao, 
hut U u]»pro|>rint« only with respect to the Snp> 
Toiiie Bnihiiiuu. . For the tost (]uuteil layi earlier, 
'*Anil that wiftiin whirh tbexe (nnknea and fomu) 
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urv fuutuiuMl IK /tmhvutn." wlirrr th«i Kupmue 
Hraliiitun ik referred to. 

SuttniK op]»(>iirat’fi Tiev 

Hguitwt wlint liUK been Mini in Sutnis T«ll. 'fhc 
at)fuutr>it« of SatrwK 122*14 are refuted thou: The 
Brohmun nttoiaed by tln»e ttUo ga hy the path 
of the rmIs cauiiot be the Supreme BrahniRn. 
They attuin only fku Suffumi Brahmau. The 
Supremo Brolunuu* ik nlbpetvadinir, the Inner 
Self of ull. SurU n Bnthimiii rnnnot be attninedr 
for It is the Self »»f eroryone. Journey or 
fttteiiuuent is p<M(ibIe only where there in 
difteroiioi', wliere the nttainer is differeut from 
the thtiiK nttuiiiHl. \Vhnt iit cuIIimI renlisution 
of the Supreme Binhimin in nolhing but the 
reiuuvitl of i}{imruii<'v ubont It. In sueh a renli- 
sulion then* is no K^ing or uttnininfr. When* the 
iguoruiire is remove*) Hrohmau nianifpMts Itself. 
But Uiu uttsiuiueiit of Bmbinan HpoVen of in the 
texts cimQe<-terl vriih the path of the Rods is nut 
merely the removal of iguoranre bnt actual. 
Siirh nu Rttuiinnent is not p<M.<dble with respect 
to the Sniirenie Hruhnmii. Again the poRfloge, 
“I enter the assenibly-hnuKe of Brajipnti,” etc., 
ran be acitarated from what jireeedos and be cnn- 
necte*l with the Hagunn Brahman. The fact that 
Chh. 8 . 14 . 1 Rays, “1 am the glory of the 
BrilnoHnas. uf the Vinga" cannot make it refer 
to the ^irguiia Brohmun, for the Saguua Brah¬ 
man can also be said (n he (he .Self of all, as we 
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iiud iu texts like, “He to whom sll works, sll 
desires belomf” •tc. (Chh. 3. 14. 2). The 
reference to the journey to Brshmen, which 
belongs to the sphere of relotire knowledge, in e 
chapter which deals with Supreme Knowledge is 
only by way of glorihoation of the latter. There, 
fore the riew expressed in Sutras 7*11 by Bftdart 
is the correct one. 

Tuple 0; Onlg th«te vha have ■ Konhipped th* 
.S'agitiM tirohnuin vitJwut a 
oftntn Brahmaloha, 

'nTTOT- 

Sft^, II ?<t|| 

Those who do not use a symbol 
(of Brahman) in their medhations ^4% (the super- 
human being) leads so says Bidarayans 

if this dutinc^n is made there bdag 

no contradiotion u is the medtiation on that 

(to does one beoonw) ^ sod. 

15. BAdarAyana aays that (the super, 
hum&n being) leads (to Brahmaioka only) 
tliose who do not use a symbol (of Ikahman) 
in their meditations, there being no contra^ 
diction if this distinction is made> and (it 
being construed by the principle) as is the 
meditation on that (so does one beccone). 

The question is roiwil whether all worshippers 
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vl tbr 8u|fuun Bruhiiiau go tu Jinilinmloku, 
beiug Im) by tbe sup«rhiunan montiuiiuil 

iu Cbh. 4. 15. 0.' The uppooent holtla that thvy 
ilo, utxording to •). 3. :{1 ante, where it ix 
«xpres«ly xtnted tbut ull, vrUetever be their Vldyn, 
go to Br&hinuloka. Thiii 8utra seya that ouly 
those wonhippers of the .Sngana Bnihinou who 
4o not nee any symbol of Brnhmuu iu their ukkU- 
tation go there. ThU, however, dues not otm- 
hndiut what ie-iwid tu <). 8. 81 if we understand 
Ihei by ‘air ure nieunt nil those won«bip])ers who 
do uot tube the help of any syaibtd. hforoovei’, 
ihis view is justiiiwl by the Sruti niid Suiriti 
denlatutious which suy, "Iu whatever fomi they 
uieditate ou fliiu, that they becotiie." .In the 
worship of the aymbohi the meditations are not 
fixed ou Bnihuiuu, the symbols' beiug the chiet 
thing in them, and so the worshipjter does nut 
attain Brahmuloka. But the case of one who 
wonhips the five fires is different, as there is u 
direct scriptoral ntatemeut saying that he goes to 
Brahmnloka. tVhere there is no surJi direct 
ecriptuml statement, we have to hold that only 
those whose obje<*t of meditation is Brahman, gi> 
to Bnhmuloka, uot others. 

ftiN ^ ^5nrf^ II H 
DifTercnoe ^ tad the aori|rturc dtchu'cs. 
16. And the scripture declares a 




BRAHMA'SUTRAS 


507 


4lifference (with respect to meditations on 
ayinbols). 

whn uiodituttsi iiouifl n» Brftkmau 

iiult!!i»ni(l«ut ifo tar an uiime i-eachM" 
7. 1. 5); “(hii* wbo meOitatM upon apecch 
aix iiiitliMiun bet.'umea imleiHsndenb bo far m iii)eadi 
(Ulih. 7. 2. 2). lu theie texta the Srati 
tell)! of (lifTerrut rvauIU uccanling to the differ* 
MMico iu the ttyniLuls. Thi» la poaeible becaoBa the 
uicditatioHs <l6i)«nd on Byntboli, while there eould 
be no Hueh diffeieure iu reaulte if they ilepended 
•on Ihe one unn>difforeut ilrobmnn. Hence it ie 
clear that (hose who use eyuiboU for their medi- 
tutiuuM cannot ko to Brahmaloka like those who 
euwUtate on the Btahmau. 
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SyxTioji IV 

lit Ui« Init aoi'ticai tho uttainncnt of Brnliinn- 
lokn by the wonkippei'e of the Sagunn Brohni;iu 
hat beeu dealt irith. This aectioa deals with tho 
nnliiiition of thu Suiirtnue Brahninn by lt» 
win'shippvn. 

Topit: 1: Tlu rtleateil mul i1ot4 ho( neiiuirc 

nnptitiHg new but only vianiftmlt H» 
true nature. 

u X ll 

Haviug attained anfi|)tftp tlierc ia nmnifeata- 
tion (of ita real natnrc) frotn tlio word 

’own’. 

1. ^When the Jiva) has attained (the 
highest light) tliere is manifestation (of its 
real nature), as we know from the word 
‘own’. 

"Now this aarene and happy being, after 
haTing riaen from tbia body, and having attained 
the highest light, reaches ita own true form” 
(Chh. b. 8. 4). The opponent explains this text us 
follows: ■ The individual soul which has got rid 
of its ictontification with the three bodies, via, 
gross, subtle, niul causal, uftar attaining Brafaniaa 
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vxists iu tile stutu i»{ iaberatiou. This Liberation, 
was not u pre-exisUnt tbiug, but iKimetlung that » 
iiRwly acquire*! like hwimi. oa the won! 'reachea' 
in the text clearly •bun'ii. Therefore liberation ie- 
wiuiethiug new thiit in uiquired by (he JSto, The 
Sutra refute* (hie rieir und Mye that the wonl 
‘own’ ahow* that Liberation wm a pre*ex»tent 
tiling. Tile Jivu umniteeta its own nature, i.e. it*. 
real nature, which was so long covered with ignor* 
nnoe. This is its nttainTuent of Liberation. It is- 
iioUling tbat is newly acquired. 

3^:, il ^ ii 

3^* Released sfilOWH^from tho prtarise. 

2 . (The Self which manifests Its true- 
nature attains) Liberation, (as is known) 
from the premise (made in tJie scriptures). 

If Liberation ia uothiug new that is acquire*! 
by the dim, then what is its difference from, 
bondage)* The Jiva in the state of bond* 
uge was subject to the three states of trahafui* 
ness, dream, and (1ee]» sleep, and was experienc* 
tug happiness and misery, imagining itself to h« 
huite. On being frvcil from all these misconcep¬ 
tions it realisee its true nature, which is Absolute 
Blfw. This rauiOTul of all iniM oiu'cptions is what 
is known ue Libenition. Betw'oen these two states 
there is a world of difference. How is it known, 
that in this statu the Jira is liberated? From the- 
]>reinise made in the siTiptures —eays the Sutra.. 
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"I will uxpLiin It t<i yuu fuiibvr” (Cbh. 8. 9. 3; 
Ji. 19. 4; H. 11. 31—iivrr (h« Sruti propoMt to 
«xi>ouu(l tlmt i^\t whit-li in fr«i« front all inperfeu. 

uud it bvffiiix .llniH: "TUti briiif; without 
(bi'! bwly u Hilt toni-bfil by pleiinuri! and pain’' 
(Chii. 8. 12. 1) uml •*Mnclad(>:<, "ThuA does this 
«rr«ue bein); riaiuK abm'v its body uud having 
mii-brd tbe bigbmt light. iu itn own true 

iiaturv*' (Chh. H. 12. 3). 

anttlfi II \ 11 

sOfm TIm Supreme Self snvl*V71.on ncconut of tlio 

CiHitCXt. 

3. (The 'light' attAineU by the Jiva 
is) the Supreme Self; on account of the 
•context. 

Thr ‘Light* iittaineil by the Jiva which is 

i- eft-rreil lo iu thu Chh. 8. 3. 4 in the Supreme Self, 
aud not luiy physical light, for the Self ia the 
Aubject-niAttcr whicli is introduced thue: “The 
rSelt which ie free from evil, uudecaying,” etc. 
(Chh. 8. 7. 1). Tile word 'light* is also used to 
^lenote (he Self iu texts like, “ITpiiu that immortal 
Light ot iitl lights tbe gcels meditate os longevity*' 
■{Brih. 4. 4. 16). 

Topic i: The relatum <>/ iJte rcleated loul 
-ioUh lirahttutu u one of non^^peration. 

4|ft*||ild, 1I8WPI 11 V II 

*ll4Al*rt As iuioparable CKVI for it U so seen 

ii- om tbe ecriiSuras. 
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4. (The Jiva in the atate of Libera¬ 
tion ex i«te) aa inseparable (from Brahman)^ 
for it is so seen from the scriptures. 

Tlir •inmiinn ix niiMNi wheiker the Jira iii 
jtliite nt TiiberAtimi vxuta m (\iS«rent from) 
Brnhninii <n- m our with, and in<irpiinkblii from. It. 
Thp Satm myn ilutt it na iiuMparable front 

Kmbiiiuli. tor the ncripturen anj no. “Tbnt fhotr. 
nrt” (Olb. 0. 8. 7); “I am Brnbmnn'* (Brih. 1. 4.. 
l(t): “Uoina but Jtmbraan, he i« saers«d in* 
Itrbhuiuti” (Brib. 4. 4. 6)-^U thew texta declare 
tbnt the relruaed anul in idouticnl vitb Bnthin&n. 
PitaKiiMTS which Hpenk of differenco hnT« to br 
c.Titlnined in ii norondary aeose at expremin^- 
unity. 

Topic o: CfutrarteritUtt of Utc toul that ha$ 
attained the ^irffniui Brahman. 

in^ II II 

mp^l As ponsesned of the attribatss of Brtlunsir 
31^1^ (so lays) Jainrioi on scootmt of the 

reference etc. 

5. (Tl>e liberated soul exists) as 
l>oe8es8ed of the attributes of Brahmait; 
(so says) Jaimini, on acoount of the refer¬ 
ence etc. 

It hns bMQ aaid that the liberated Mml Attains 
Bnkhmiiu. ’ But Bmluuan has two lispscts; cme the 
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'Uiimultliwoed u* Purr Iiitrllifrrnoe ami 

; tile other im (Im'i-tlHHl iu tlir Chhftn- 
ilflfty* 8. 7. 1, “The Self which ix frr« from eTil, 
'QiiilorAyinff, undyiiifr. fivr from narrow, kungor 
aod thirxt, with true ilnirrA nnd volition’' «tc. 
The queatiua ia, wkick nxpoet ilors the liberatml 
eoul attoinP Jniniiui miys that it i« the condi- 
*tione<l upn-l. WkyP 0» ocroiint of the reference 
to the natui-c of the Self ur being Rnch iu the text 
-ci(e«). 'Etc.' iuclmlrR Vidhi and Vyepedosa. 
The Vulhi or injunction rcfcm>d to ia, "That U t» 
}>c sought after." which tho aainc ChhAndogyn 
text oujniiui later on, and Vyiipndeaa or aaeertion 
ia the ineittioa of the tfunlitiea of nmniscience and 
•einnipotrnce in the aame text—'"Obtains all 
worlds and all desiroa.’’ On theso grounds 
-Jaimini thinks that the liberated aoul attains the 
-i-ondiKunetl aspect of Ilrahniau. 
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Solely aa Pare Intelligence WtotRWWtt. 
that being its trim natiiro ^ thun 
Andulouii (thinks). 

6. (The liberated soul exists)' solely 
as Pure Intelligence, that being its true 
nature; thus Auduloxni (thinks). 

This Sutra givea another view about the 
liberated state, which is that of the sage Audulomi. 
The soul being solely of the nature of Pure 
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IntrlUiremx*, it fxiirtji irn such in the liberated 
MiHfr. (jitfllitiM like hcinj? free from eio and 
t.inniwienre ore fanciful, nnd mean only Ibe 
ubvnce of ein ctr. 

w'wg'rmmfi. » TT ^t t w : ii » n 

Thus e^ even Tl^lRl^on aoenuot of refer- 
oooe the former qiiaiitioi exieting «lWl4 

thero in no contradiction (no mys) Bidarft' 

yank. 

7. £ven if it be ao {i.$. if the liberated 
finul exists as Pure Intelligence), on account 
of former qualities existing owing to refer¬ 
ence (we can accent them-from the rel^ive 
standpoint, for) tnere is no contradiction 
(between the two); (so thinks) B&dar&yana. 

Even ibongh from the kboolnte stmulpoint 
the nature of the liberated aon) is Pore Intelli* 
geoce, yet from the relatiro etandpoiut qualitiue 
referred to by Jaimini cao be ncceptod, aa this 
does sot contradict Andulomi’a Tiew. The 
releaMtl aonl never thinka of itaelf as omsiecient, 
omnipotent, etc., but exists as Pure Intelligenoe. 
But from our relatave standpoint we onn say nf 
such a released, soul as being omniscient etc., 
because Pure Intelligence is beyond our c<weep- 
tion. The two views describe the liberated soul 
from two different standpoints, and so there is no 
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rnnlrnilirtion lipin*pen the tnku. So Miyx Kutlurn- 
yann. 

To/iif 4: The unvl irhieh hut iiUaineit thf iiaittiun 

Brahman effrrit U$ t^ftiret b/f wfrf will. 

II 6 II 

thc^n.TI]r(iii{h will only 3 on 

account of the ecriiMiinw anying thnt. 

8. Ihit tlirough mere will (the released 
aotila attain their purpose), for the 8c’rip> 
tures say so. 

The qiieHtion of thooe who attain Brahuiiilokn 
thmogli the wnnhip of the Sagunu Brahman hy 
meniL* of Thlyux like the Dnham Vidyu ia taken, 
up foi‘ diMUMion in thi« Sutra. In thu Vi(l 3 rst ii 
i* aaiil, “If ho ha clonirous of the world of liny 
fathers, by his mere will they come to him'* (Chh. 
3. 3. 1). The question is whether will nlmio 
sullices to get the result^ or a further npenttive 
cause is uemsary. This Sutra says that by mere 
will the reenlt comas, for the Sruli m (leclnres. 
The will of the released is different from our will, 
and has the power of prorluciitg results without, 
any operative cause. 

SRT II <1, II 

•Iff tJU For the very reason ^ and •W’tftfiiufe: he is. 
wiihont a lord. 
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9. Acd for this very reason the re- 
leased soul is without a lord. 

A HboraUd soul U maBter of biitweU. "For 
th«m there U froodom in all worldt" (Cbh. 8. 1. 
6 ). 

Topic 5: A rcUatcd < 0*4 %ehich ha$ attained 
Drahmalaka can exist itiUi or wthout 
tt body according io iU lUing. 

«WTW WT^:, mK WUH. II II 

sUfN Abeeace (of body aad orgaoB) Bideri 
(coneidors) STI (the Smti) aays % because tbos. 

10. There is absence (of body and or¬ 
gans. in the case of the released souls) 
(insiders) B&dari, because (the scripture) 
says thus. 

In the previoiis Satim it woa told that if one 
attoine Brahmalcdta, by hie mere wuh thinga come 
to pass. This ahoiTf that that aonl poBaesBes a 
mind. The quMtion naturally aruea whether it 
poaBBBBBi a Vx^y and the organ*. Bldari aaya that 
it doe* not, for the acriptnre saya ao. "And it i* 
by mean* of thia divine «y* of the mind that he 
eeee the deairee and rajoicee" (Chh. 8- 12. 6), 
which ahowe that it poaeeaae* only the mind and 
not the organs etc. 

Exietenc* Jaimini fiWW-«W^tib*c*u*e 
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Uie tcriptnre <]ocl«res (th« capacity to anninc} 
divem forma. 

11. (The released soul) pooaesses (u 
body and the organs), considers Jaimini, 
because the scriptures declare (the capacity 
on the part of such a soul to assume) diverse 
forms. 

“He baing one bwruinex tliree, five, mnren. 
uin«“ (Cbb. 7. :h). Z). text nijM that u 

nslenml eoitl <*ua uiuuiue uiure tbnu oua funn, 
nrhicb ftbiiwn that it pontem-n the mind, n 

body lUitl tbe ur^tna. Tbie ui tbe view of 
Jaimitii. 

ii u 

[yike the twelve daya' McriSce 
(ii) of both kinds Bidarftyana aftT from this. 

12. From this Bhdar&yana (surmises) 
(that the released soul is) of both kinds, 
like the twelve days’ sacrifice. 

From tbe twofold decUi’oiion of tbe scrip- 
turee BSdariyaua tbiiiks tbat n released soul 
wbicb has attained Brabmaloka can exist both 
waya—-with or without a body according to its 
liking. It is like tbe twelve days* sacrifice, 
which is called a Sattra as well as an Abina 
sacrifice. 

ii i\ 

lo the. abeanoe of a-body d'^Vtas ia 
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dreams (which stand midway between wakioK and 
deep sleep) this beins reasonable. 

13. In the absence of a body (the 
fulblment of desires is possible) as in 
.di'eams, since this is reason^le. 

^ 11 U 11 

When the body ezisU as in the 

making tUte. 

14. When the body exists (the fulfil' 
roent of desires is) as in the waking state. 

3'ttpir C: TJie reletucd $aul whtch ho# attained 
ihf UnijMtui Brohmon atn ontiRote MvereZ hodtM 
ot th* MNie tima. 

^ ft II 11 

B^tqs^Likea flame eciltl: animatiog tm to % 
becauac the eoriptare thowa: 

15. (The released soul's) animating 
{different bodies) is like that of a flame, be¬ 
cause so the scripture shows. 

In Satra 11 it wat ttated that a liberatod tool 
ran aAtiime many bodie* ut the mnie time for 
wnjoyinent. The opponent bold* that thie ie n*' 
len. M enjoyment ia poaaible only in that body Itt 
which the eonl ond mind e»iit, while other bodies 

Ufelem pnppets, the son] and' mibd. 
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which cantiwt be <livide4l. mnnot vxut in more- 
thau one b<Nl 7 . The Sutra retutea thu view nnd 
M,?« tbni the other bodies are not UfeleM puppets, 
for a released hooI c-ou, on account of its power, 
anuoate oU thaw bodies, just os the flniae ot a 
lamp can enter into different wicks lighted from 
it. The soul through its powers crentrs bodies- 
with internal organs corrMponding to the original 
internal organ, and being limited by the-w. 
divides itself us many. Hence all the created 
bodies hare o soul, which makes enjoyment 
tbrough all of these imssible. This we get fmia 
the scriptures. 

ff ii n 

Of deep sleep sod abMluto unioir 
(with Brahman) tPR^-ai^^Ksviog in view either 
of these two aulk'fflH. this is arade clear (by tbo 
Sruti) % for. 

16. (The declaration of absence of alF 
cognition U made) having in view either 
of the two states, ris. deep sleep and abso¬ 
lute union (with Brahman), for this is made 
clear (by the scriptures). 

“What should one know and through what" 
(Brih. 2. 4. 14); "But there is not that second 
thing separate from it which it can know" (Ibid. 
4. 8. 30): ‘*lt becomes like water, one, the witnessr 
and without a second" (Ibid. 4. 3. 32). These 
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texts «leny uajputiuu to t foleaMd aoul; so how is 
it jMMtiibls lor a i-«leate«l soul to assume several 
bo<iie« uud eujo;—eays the opponent. This Sntra 
«iys tbut thoM texts refer either to the 
ntuto of deep sleep or to that of Liberation, in 
which the soul attaius abeolate union with the 
Hir^mv Brahman, as ia made clear hj the scrip¬ 
tures from the context in each vase. But what 
wo hiivtt been disenssing in the previous Sutras is 
the i;ase of one who has uttaiued not abeolute 
uuiuu with Biuhiaaa, but only Bruhraaloka. This 
state is quite different from the other two states, 
onil os such, cc^itimi is poeaible in it, there 
Iwitqc diverdty, ns aUo enio 3 rment, even as in 
heaven, the difference being that f/om Brahma- 
lokn one duee not return to this earth, whereas 
fruiu heaven one returns to this mortal world after 
the exhatistion of the virtue which raised him to 
the status of a god. 

Topic 7: TK» nltattd toul tcJucU ha» attaintd 

limhvtatoka hat aU tha lordly pouert 
escapt the power of rreaUot* etc. 

Except the power of creation etc. 
ii»( eilg.op acooont of (Iiwara being) the aubject- 
mntter tWPdfgtW I tl on account of (released souls) 
not being mentioned 4 and. 

17. (The released soul attains all 
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lordly powers) except the power of creation 
etc., on account of (Iswara being) the sub¬ 
ject-matter (of all texts where creation etc. 
are described), and (the released soula) not 
being mentioned (in that connection). 

The qneetion is mised whether thnse who bj 
vorshippiojf the qualified Brahmnn attniu Bmh- 
mainlea and lordly powera. have limited or 
nnlimited jrawen. The opfwneat hohU that it 
should be anlimited. b(H*nuxe of the srripturat 
texts, “They cau nwiii nt will in all the worlds” 
tChh. 7. 20. 2. 8. 1. C); “To hint nil the fjod# offiw 
worahip” (Taitt. 1. 6). This Sutra auys thnt the 
releiuted noula attnin lordly powers without the 
power of rreutiug, presenriiiif, and deatroyiu^ the 
uniTerae. Rarrini; ihix.powvi' they KOt all other 
powers. Whyf Berause Ikwiith is the subjeet- 
matter of all the texts dealing with creation etc., 
while the liberotcrl snulx are not tnentioned at all 
in this connection. UorcoTer, this would lead to 
many Iswaros, which may girt rise to a conflict of 
wills with respect to creotion etc. Therefore the 
powers of the libemterl souls are not abaolute but 
Ihnttod, and are dependent on the will of Tswnra. 





SSng-99^fntl.OD account of direct teaching 
if it be said 1 not : because the 

scripture deolsrea (that the soul atuins Ilini)’who 
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«ntrusU tito aun ate. (with ihair ofDcaa) and naidai 
in those spheres. 

18. If it be said (that the released 
soul Attains absolute powers) on account 
of direct teaching (of the scriptures), (we 
say) no. for the scriptures decls^e (that the 
released soul attains Him) who entrusts 
the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

“He bscotues the lord o£ bnnseM“ (TaiK. 1. 
6). Vniin the direct teaching of the Srnti the 
oppunsut holds that the released soul attains 
absuliite powors. The Sutra says that his powers 
dsiMAil «iQ the Lord, for the text cited further on 
wjra. “He attains the Lord of the mind”, the 
Lonl who abides in ephetes like the sun etc. and 
entruHts the sun etc. with offices. Therefore from 
this latter part of the text it is clear that the 
released soul gets its powers from the Lord and 
depends on Him. Hence its powers are not 
unlimited. i- ' 

W fmr f? fwto? II n II 

Which is beyond aU effected things W 

and fW so tbocBumWwi existence the script- 

nre declares. 

19. And (there is a form of the Sup¬ 
reme Lord) which is beyond all created 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS [4.4.20 

things, because so the scripture declares 
<Hi8) existence (in a twofold form). 

“Sach if the gvfstaeM of it; greater than it if 
the Paruaha. One foot of Hie i* all beinge. Hia 
(ntberl three feat are what is immortal in heuven" 
(Chh. 3. 12. 6). This text declares that the 
Supreme Lord abide# in two forms, the transcen¬ 
dental and the relative. ?fow he who wonihips the 
Lord in His relative aspect does not attain the 
transcendental aspect, for the Sruti says, "As one 
nieiUtates upon That, so one becomes." Similarly, 
since the worshipper is not able to comprehend the 
relative aspect of the Lord in foil, as ]>oaseesed of 
infinite attribntes and powera, but is able to com¬ 
prehend Him only partially, he attains only 
limited powers, and nut unlimited ])owers like the 
f^l Himself. 

II II 

(The two) show ^ and thna 
pero^Rion and inference. 

20. And thus perception and infer¬ 
ence show. 

This Sutra says that the transcendeaital 
aspect of the l^ord is established by bdUi the Sruti 
aod Smriti. That form which the previmu Sutra 
cited merely as an example, this Sntm esiahlishes 
on the ohlhority of the Smti and Smriti. "There 
the sun shines not, nor the moon, nor stars*’ etc. 
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(Mu. 2. 2. lU): ‘^Tbat th« auu illumiuM not, uor 
th« moun, nor tb« etc. (Git4 16. 6). 



tif cauae of iodicntioaa of equal¬ 
ity with reapeot to eD)oyia»t only ^ and. 

21. And because of the indicationa 
(in the scriptures) of equality (of the re¬ 
leased soul with the Lord) only with respect 
to enjoyment. 

That the powera of the releoaed aoul are not 
unlimited ia nlao known from the iudicationa in 
(he Sruti that the equality of these aoula with the 
Lord i« only with re*pect to enjoyment, and not 
with reapect to creation etc. “Ae all beingt take 
cure of thil Deity, m do they take care of him” 
(Brih. 1. 6. 20); “Through it he attains idisntity 
with this Deity, or liree in the. *a»e world with 
it” (Brih. 1. 6. 23). All theee toxU describe 
equality only with respect to enjoyment, and 
inenlioii nothing as regarda creation etc. 

II II 

epff^fn! Non-return w«4i?l.on account of ecnptural 
declaration. 

22. (There is) no return (for these 
released souls); on account of scriptural 
declaration (to that effect). 

If the powers of the released souls are 
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li]ait»d, Uicn like nil Umtted thin^ iLey tn« will 
come to an end, anil cooeef^ueutly the roleuMd 
BouU will knee to come bark from Brahtiiuloku to 
tiiie mortal worFd—^y« the opponent. Tbe Sutm 
refutes such a contingcnry on acriptnral nutltority. 
Those who go to Bmhmaloka by the iMith of tho 
gods do not retorn from there. '*Ooiiig up by 
that way, one reaches immortality” (Ghh. 8. ti, 
6.); ‘‘They no more return to thin world” (Brih. 
6 . 2 . 16 ). 

The re]>*tition of the wordM ”Ko return'* ate. 
is to show thot the book is finished. 
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433441. 

paraona net bolongiiig to’ 

any of tho. are alto 
antitlad to Knewladga, 
440.449. 

Atharvanikat. thoir rita of 
carTring Are on tha bead, 
368^. 

AtivAdin, who la nn. 106*104. 

Atnon, aa limftod hr tha 
UpAdhia ia atomlo - ate., 
2C1. 968-969. 
ia obangoloot, 964. 
knowlo^ of, glvM Froo- 
dom. 868. 

Hao ahe SaU and aonl. 



640 


UaAHilA-SDTlUS 


AtMM. u til* Fim CauM, 
176, WM»a. ^ ^ , 

rt(iit4lioA of tM itonic 
UiMr.' of tiio VaiKiiiikM, 
163. 177, 903-M4. 

Atroj'*, MS. 

AtmM (IcooraaM), tiio esoM 
M all daalil^, 
dcdaod, 17>16. . 

tSa maaiu ol ngbt know* 
Wdfo asd ti>o Kriptoral 
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anivanial noBMOtarioaaa 
rafntad. 316 ff. 
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Bkitkara, 646. 

iibaddkiMduTida, 164-166. 

644446. 

Bbonaa, ia finbraa'D. 103-104. 
Birth, and doath ara ^ukaa 
of tbo *oul ttotapbocioalljr. 
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oraaturoa daily go to, 110. 
attaiiunant of. ia not poa- 
aibla aa long aa thara ia 
a body, S89. 

tha knowar of tha Bagun* 
Braltman goaa aftor dwtb 
to. 486-491. 

only tha worabippara of tho 
Baguna BrahnUB without 
a lyaibol go to, 606-600. 
tbaro ia no rotorn for aueb 
knowart from. 619, 696434. 
Drakman. oausality of, ax- 
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bo attribntod to. 190-196. 
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sct», 
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prtfaond It M idoaticid 
vith tlmaalf, 497.4G8; it not 
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knovtodgo of, dtttroja all 
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by good dood*. 487; alUlna 
ouanMB with It on tho ox- 
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oa tbo diMolution of 
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eomraaotaton on, xii aoq. 
and Oith, z>xii, Iziv teq. 
tho nacan'ty for tho atndy 
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Upkdhi fadjunot) of tha 
Solf, 880-S69, 209-300. 

Boddkiani, tho thr#«> prinHnal 
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Boddbiata. | 
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f< no calf apart from 
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tbo Banddha chain of, 
819-810. 
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od, 407-408. 
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brings sbout tbs' fruits of 
seiions, 361. 

tbe Ve^ tbrougboQi pres¬ 
cribe sots eecerdittg to, 
418.481: this riew refaU 
ed. 491*437. 

on Sennyla^ 497-488. 

esys tbst the sou! wbieb 
COM by tbo path of tbe 
gods etuins Brsbmea. 603. 

on ibs ehsrsotcristfcs of 
tbe Ilbereted soul, 611^8, 
616*616. 

.T sfass . refnted. 999-833. 

JsBske. 419, 438.43S. 438. 

Jinaeroti. 196*187. 

Jits, see Sonl. 

Jirsninnlctt, 466. 

Ksnlde. 176.177. 

KspiU, 166, 176. 

Ksrmn, tbe soul desoends from 
benren vitb tbe rseidusl, 
308.807. 


end jpod oondvet, 306-307. 
tbe Lord is the gsrer of tbe 
fruit* of. 38CW61.. 

Jsimint’s views on, 861. 
B&dsriysns's viow on tbo 
fruition of. 363*353. 
itself b ijKwpebla of pro* 
dudag rssults, 369*868. 
the ” * 

knover of Bnbnuui go to 
bb frisiub and enomies res- 
peotiveb, 378-380. 
be who attained Know!- 

Ssnehite end Agimt, olons 
are deetroyed tbrougb 
Knowledge, 880^81. 467- 

469. 

Prirsbdhs. u destroyed ei 

dMth, nO.881. 

lew of. dose net bold good 
in the oees of s knowor of 
Brabuisn. 466. 

Kormsklndo, 90, 86. 34. 
KhrshnAiini. 805-806. 
KAsekritsus, 167*168. 

KsowMce, tbe mcnni w 
right. beloBs to tbe 
spnere of AvidyA, 18 n. 
ie not an ociinty of tbe 
»bid. 37. .... „ 

de^nds on tbo thing itselT. 

on tbe dawning of, t^ 
in^riduol soul rnnlijen itn 
identity with Brobmon. 
187. 848. . „ . 

perfect, attained ut eoaA- 
dhi. 968. 

is attained throng tbo 
grace of tbe Lord,<969. 
perfect, results front Nir- 
gnns UpAsanA. 884. 
ssotlAw perfemed with, 
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ar« mar* vovorful. 307* 

a»e. 

of firatmu )<«di t« Libcr- 
ttien, «19. 

DO verk foe on* wbo liu 
•tUiMd. 4»-«S3. 
dartrojf *]( icnonnoc. 426. 
i* g*in*d iu SanByiM 
i«r*nu, 4S6-4^. 

»otic» *r* an indiraet meuu 
to, 464-4M. 

C4B be atuined by ipect*! 
work*. 4a. 

wb«n may It c«ia*P i6S-463. 
<Hptrey» oU pan *n<l 
future ofn* 466-406. 

CMMOt <l«*trey Prftrabdha 
works, 468. 

KomlriU. 346. 

Lib«r*tio*, i« not otUiaed by 
th* knowtodg* of tbo 
«apmcal Mlf, 98. 
true knovlodf* of Self loedi 
to, 94. 868r 

i* aftMMd by know]o(^ of 
Droknon. 96. 4S, 181. 418. 
ooBt«* from tb« ODiaprsiben' 
me of tb* TediaU t*xte, 

of tb* Swiaa 
wuBuui leads to gr^oai, 

•of^tiU to th* B&nkbyea, 

!• sttoiBod by •rorsbippina 
etc. VitodoT*. 1^936. 
oo»i»* fiotn EBO«led« 
only. 484-486. 

•-...'Isa,. 

**^^*TM*o of Brahman, 
i»^wrtbin* newly acquired. 


Light, in CUi. 8. 13. 7 is Drab- 
man. 63-64. 

Brahinon is tbo, of light* 
116-116., 

tbe^^ Higbeot, is Brabinsu, 

tb*. atUined by Jiv* i* the 
bopntao Self, 61U. 

Lord, lb* wbol* croation to 
roobaorbed in tb* Sup¬ 
remo. 77. 

cosnuo form of tit*. 91. 
is to be medilatod upon in tb* 
•Ptoe botweeo tb* bead and 
to* cbln, 03-M. 

tb* Suprewe. i* fr** from 
^ tbreo statoe of waking, 
drmn, and deep aleep, 113. 
to affected 1^ ignorance* 

disMDSoa frnite of ootlon. 

IM. 239-933, 970. 30(b868. 
the Inner llulor, 196. 
tbo Supreioe, tb* eoul to 
depmident on, for ito 
•gencT, 969-970. 

Knowtoclgo attained tbroogb 
His icroce, 969, 833. 

“5roS. J;,.* "" 

tbo Supreme. does nob 

tb* Supreme, doep not enjoy 
to# mute of oottone, 390. 
mMiCation on tbo ooomio 
form of tbo. 609<ao. 

Ibe Bnpreme. abide* in two 
fonas. 699-593. 

Alio Br&hiuii. 

Madbu Vi<h4. 124 ff., 144. 
Hobat (Great), in Katha 
1. 3. 11 doea not refer to 
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tli« SAokbjKO cktaKOnr, 
lUC ff. 

' oMina til* OMDilc iiit«luct, 
197. 141. 

r*t*n to In Vedle t«xt«, 
14M4‘J. 

UAb^trM, tboir, philoaoph}- 
c»l itoowiMt. lKtt-3{»6. 


16S.154. 

M*aa, 181, 1». IW. 314. 

Miri. wpUiaod, 8 u- 

ii net reel. 4, 19, 14. 

ii Aiiirre^eBifa, 4. 14, 130. 

it tb* retult el Aridyk, 3, 
14. 

llr«bin«o hfeomet eraetiv* 
tbrouRb, 40. 13U. lOS. 806. 

It * iMwer of llreliiueu. 100. 

tb* uonl it *bl« to <««*t4 
^e worlo iti divertiy 
tbroocb Kit power of, 
IDO. 

Drelimen't poror of, 
lUhed. IDS. 

Dreiiuien it euparentl/ 
u^odiNe<l thraecb, Iwt-lflO. 

BCodltetion, in. on Dmhmtn 
ell tb* quiitiet of Ilrek* 
men. neftetiro end otbtr- 
wia*. are to bo i.'Oinbined 
into one, 8O»«07, 887-888. 

re oi PTOcel, it enioiaed in 
Alt. ir. 8. 8. 4. 0, 

982-8(18. 

on Atmen to be rtpeeted 
till - Knevled|» oewni, 
466-467. 

one he* to preotita, eittiiis, 
402-403. 


Mrdiutioiu ronnortod with 
the maaiben of teeriAeiel 
acta. 418-416, 446448. 

.in,, on the .mtcnboa of tacri- 
Bdal act* tb* idea of diri- 


nitp it to be tupehapoeod 
OB them, 461-469. 
are to be obtemd till 
death. 464.466. 

Ifeditatirenen. i* enjoined in 
8rah. 8. 6. 1, 44S440. 
MiDikmuka* (Purra). object 
to the deflBition of toper- 
impotHioB, IS. IS. 
npbotd the iniriotic validity 
of all bBowledge, IS. 
PrAbhAktie trhool of. ajid 
luporintpoaitieB, 18. 
purport of Iho Vedaa 
aooordias to. 89-88. 
tey that the wordt of the 
Vedet are eternal, ISO. 
aay that diffotene* of tonne 
Indicate difierenc* in ecta, 
,411. 

Mind, the functiont of the 
orjcant are marftod in, at 
death. 473475. 

it not th* uetoriel oeute of 
tbe orttane, 474. 
the funotioD of, roU memd 
ia Prise at daeUi, 476476. 
Moiaenterincae, the Bauddb* 
doctrine of. 316. 817 ff.. 
833-884. 

ifooa, the world of. 801. 807- 
SW, Sta-814. 

Neehikote, Tea* and, 141. 
Naiyiyikat, and aupariapoti- 
tion, 16 ff. 

mention etoma ea Firtt 
Caata, 176. 

declare the Lord to be only 
the ellirtent ceuaa, 883. 
the Jir* en aceiit eoeordinR 
to tb*. 368. 

their dootrino of many aoult 
refntod. 376-377. 

Naina end form, the aaireraw 


«4S 


OttAHjkU-tiUTllAS 


•till Ju obj«c4i bavo. iM 
tM csoditioD of Utoir 
DiMl/««ution. 131. 

•1] atMttl otAtoi aro eoodi- 
tMoad bj, 131. 

or^id bj Brabmaa, ISl, 893- 
Nindi. 108 a., 886. 

Nih^M (BtoddU), 168-103, 

NimbA^, xiii-xri. 

of Bnlunaii ae. 
oonliiin to. xxxii..xxxm. 

Jlra •ooordine to, 

, BfuktBon’i N Batnro ocoord- 
in* to, xliT aoo., W na. 

Objoet, iobjadt and, aro 
«PP«oJ. •Bd cannot bo 
KionUftoii, 6. 

•objoet •□(], oro mixed un 
do# to ignoraaoa, 7-S. 
tbo^ aMate of, u tvofoM. 

®“u3u. 

tdpiul aw, 

”• from Brah- 

taair -aumW, 28J.98S. 

•ro minate in liao, S8^9S8 
deitlei of the, 

tba tuition betwaoo tlio 

•oal and tlia. 389, £90 
an indopandenl priudplea 


and not >eod« of tba Ckw 
l»r*Ba, 8tHW»I. ^ 

‘Iw wul at dealb, 

Uw fuacUooo of tbo an 
Jiiorced ill Uto udnd at 
death. 473^76. 

the. of the kaover of tbo 
Mrguna Brabauu nt 

“5^ w It at deaS; 

PaMhiffni Vid^k. tboao who 
« JT BO by tba path 
,, of tho g^, 384.386. 
Pkneharitra Kdiool, aae 
BhAKat'ata m-hool. 
PBrinAtuarAda. 0 . 

PorcoptioR. diroot, ia tbo boala 

®^i meaa* of 

knowing.., 10.11. 

Fonon (Punwha), tho hubaat 
107.1«‘. ®' * ^ DiXan. 

of tho alao of tho thumb it 
BraliBian, 116-117. 

Pbil^phy, tha aix ayttoai 
of, i-ir. 

Pitriiijia, 310. 

PfmAka;«, on tapdrimpoai- 
^n. 13, 14. 16. ^ 

PrattAna. ia made up of tho 
tbr« Onoaa, 88, 9^.806. 

* TO ro 

rafuUtUm of tho SAnkbyaa 

of. 89-46, aa 

it inMDtioat and not baaed 
OB the acripturoa, 89-40, 
136 aaq, 

ia not the rnlar vithia, M. 
oannot be tho reatiag place 

5Lioo.“’^‘ 
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oinnot Ih) Uk> Lnptruhablo 

<Ak>UrK), 106. 

AiA <li>^ aot refer to, 
143-146. 

ie ea independent ontity, 

100 . 

of tbe Togins refuted. 
333-S36. 

pnlnye (Diieolatton of tlw 
ivorld), 13:1. 

the world oxiete in ft poten- 
tint form duriiiK. li^t, 84S. 

PriBft in Chk. 1. 11. 4-6. Keo. 
8. 1-8. ftBd Xftihft 3. 0. S 
ie Drftbrnftn, 60. 64-60, 

190 reepeeUrelf. 

wfttor M the drM of, 871. 

PrAaft, tlio cAief, (riut fore*) 
Ie orefttod from Brehau, 
888 . 

lAe ehief, (riUl force) ii 
diiferont from fttr ftitd 
eeoM fonetione, 884-887. 

tlw diief. (ritfti ferco) 
•cordlne to the Sin- 
kh/ft*. »i. 

the chief, (ritnl force) ie 
mbordinete to the eoo), 

mi-sae. 

the chief, (riUI force) ite 
fonction, 896-887. 

the chief, (ritfti force) U net 
ftn iiwtrament, 386. 

the ehief. (ritfti force) ie 
minute, 988. 

the fun^one of the mind 
net Dtftrnd in, ftt deftth, 
476-476. 

the fonetione of, got sterged 
in the Jive at deeth, 
476-478. 

PrAnigDibetra. 806-996. 

PrAnftTidrA. 966. 964-966, 871. 

Pomehe (of the SAaluTee). 
48. 908, 806. 


Puruehirthft. the hlf^eet, 
ftUftiead through Knowl¬ 
edge, 417-418, 484. 

Puruah* VmItA. 9fU-9<7. 

Purx'ft MunAmsA, mo Mi. 
BiAiuMkee 


Rfttnftkrithne, Sri, 80. 
KAuAflujft, xir-xvii, xxxix, 6, 
101 . 

oAiMftlitr of Brehman fto- 
cording to. xzz. 

the Mul ftccording to, 
xxxriil-xxxix. 

Brfthmin'e nature eooording 
to, xliii leq.. Iri eeq. 
Reftwaing, ceanet errire et 
truth, 88. 

ftnd the ecripturee, 96. 94. 

176, 176. 

has been empioped bj the 
ecripturee, 94. 
mtrik (Pried), 447. 

Ruler within, ie Brfthmen. 


Sftcrificee, leed to heeven, 801< 

thorn who do not perform, 
on to the ehodft of Yame. 
806. 

kiiliog aalmab in, doce not 
•ntftil tin. 816. 

SAdhenA, (eptritnal praoti* 
cee), textc dealing with 
oreetion in Vedint* refer 
to, 38. 

ie poeeible onlv during one’e 
life time. w. 

the deetruction of j^d end 
eril reeulte from, 989. 

Remichire, 860. 

SftmAdhi, eee Meditation. 

SamarATa (inieparabla In¬ 
herence). 811. 

Sempat UpAmmi 96. 403. 


C90 bkahua-sutbas 


(nUtir* •skUaM). 
tbo CKUH 0f» 4. 

it got rkt OT Uirongh tli« 
knowlodg* of Urohmaii. 
6. US-24. 

It witiiont 0 bogioning, 270. 

StiAtkkriM flmptotoiont), or* 
iinpotubU viUioot tho 
p«r««ptiMi of oxtoniitl 
ob}«et«. 928. 

ngira « pcrmuoat obeda, 

Sonivtiga V%i. 200. 

SosMUBiira, 1(M ff., 380. 

S&udilT* Vid7«, 2M, 872. 

873. 403. 411-419. 

Sftftkbpot. tboir Kint C&tae, 
88-38. 

refatAtion of tboir doclrino 
of tlio Pndb&na, 80-40, 
133-130, 900-907. 278-977. 

tbo Mtt^Rorieo of tbe, not 
montien^ is tbo vo<Ut, 
106. . 

Sbakhro Smriti. itt aatharitf 
rolutod. 164-100. 

BonnjOto. KnovltUgo k 

•a is Bosaytao Aonuno, 
426-497. 

U proaoribod by tbo aetip. 
turn, 42:-480, 400. 

tba*« it BO nvarliag ba«k 
to foTBiar Ufa fraui, 442- 
443. 

(spiato^ eoroBtooy for 
brooking tba tow of, 
448-446. 

Sonnjrlaiat, naod not porform 
Htot ot<.. 433-484. 

6at, it Brabman, 40. 

refora to an iatalUgont 
prinriplo. 41-44. 

8»Yj^bodaT4do, too Andu- 


Scripturco, tba, aro impor- 
aouai and iiifoUibla. lO, 

dony only tbo abaolnto 
validity of poroaption, 11, 
191. 

bohma to tho tpboro of 
A^yi, 18-10. 

aro tbe only proof aboat Brab- 
inan, 98. 80. 46. 

dedaro tbat ono ignorant 
of tboin cannot know Drab- 
lasn, 31. 

rmploy roatoaing, 34. 

tlMir aim i» to dcoerlbo Bnb- 
nmn and uol tbo Jlra, 

101-102. aas . 

Saif, aa tubj^mt and ob)aot. 80. 

Is prorod ^ iutnitiro kaow- 
Udga, 9. 

it rroliwd tbrossb SAdhanb, 
17-18. 


is Brabnan, 93. 
tbo onpiriral, and tho real 
Saif, 21, 183. 186-167. 
knnwiadgo of the, Itbemfot. 
94, 104, 184. 

oont^ing of bliM, 47-81. OH. 
oontUtiiiR of knowlodgo in 
Brahman, 13^134. 
to bo torn throngh boAring 
etc. is Brainnan, 163-163. 
injunctiona oto. wnon poHiblo 
witb nformoa to, 974. 
tboro is no oonfniios of tbo 
fruit of actions doo to unity 
of tba. 974-276. 

ia aoparato from tbo body, 
406-406. 

ia not an agent, 421-429. 

BO work ia praocribod for a 
knowtr of tba. 4S4~425. 
knowlodgo of tbo. is antago- 
ntttio to work. 426. 
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8m nlu Urahmftn. 

BvnM orK4ii«, ma eieAt«d, VTU. 
•r« cUrAvtod by ttiA soul. S<M. 
Sksadfass, tbs five, or ibo 
BsuddliU, SIV910. 
the flvA, ond atoms cannoi 
•KgrsKSto by tlMKUAAlvrt. 
S1A>S16. 

6lssp. dscp or droomlMt 
(Susbiipti>. Uw Jivs in, 
W). m-9S6. 
tbo Mat of. 824*996. 

Brnritis and Skuti, 81, 164*160- 
prohibit tbo itudyina of tbo 
VmIm oto. by Bu£at, ISO. 
Soul (tbo Indiriduat). U in 
roolity idontical inHb 
Braboion, xxxW*xxxviil, xli, 
8. S4. SOI. 610.^11. 
idontiAos itsoK with body, 

M AM a«ent, 76, 8840. 102. 164, 
863*201. 

cxporioneoa ploosnro and 
Min. 70. 102. SM-SOO. 
dinor^nro hHwoen, and 
Brahiuan, 76-70. 
difloreiiM betwoen. and tbo 
Snpromo T*ord is do* to 
Nroeiones, 87. 152, 187. 254. 
972-878. 833. 

otporioaoM tbo fruHs of good 
and evil setiont. 101. 
doily BOOS into tbo tmall 
IkJLM in dss^ sloop, 110. 

Is frM from onl sto. only os 
non-diS«ront from Brobmsn, 
114. 

and Brobmon ooo. to rori- 
ouB schools of Vodinto. 
164-168. 

btkd Always bod a proHous 
ittonoa, 187. * 

Joinns 'on. 880-881. 


dirocts tbo Mnto organi, 
284. 288. 

tho, IS not rrsAtod but otornal. 

2^280, 863-263. 
birib and dostb an mots* 
pborinlly spoken of tbo, 
fel*2S2. 

SCO. to Vaisosbikss, 264. 
is not tho sub)Mt.nisttor of 
tbo wripturos, 960. 
conjunction of tbo. sod tho 
iiitoMcct oscists in iu rslotiro 
stato. 961-868. 
in d«op sloop, 263, 3S6-S98. 
in dream stato, 265, 818-388. 
a part or roftsetion of tbo 
Lord. 871*278, 276. 
connootioa boiweou tbo, and 
tho organs is pormanont, 
200.. 

oonnot ersato, 898. 
its departuro at doatb. 896- 
803, 478, 480-191, 494-496. 
its dcsoent from boaroa. 
808417. 

in o swoon, 828-829. 
tbo roloBOM. only isanifoots 
its resl nstaro, 608410. 
its ebankrtoristios, 611^14* 
in BralimaMrn, 614-684. 

Souls, aro diffsmt from ooo 
sootbsr, 374-876* 
rofutstion of tbo dootrino of 
many all-porvoding. 376-877, 
porfocted, an roborn for 
souvo DIvioa Mission. 886. 
which bsro attained Drolimn* 
loko, on its dissolution attain 
Brnnmiui, 601-606. 
thoro is no rst^irn for rsieosod, 
from Brobmaloks, 683. 

Sroddhd, wstsr is callod, 
297. 800401. 
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Brutif, tM SoripUra. 

S«b)M^ CM Ob)«et. 

Budxw. Mt «nt)tl«d t« taa 
CUUI 7 of tfco 120 -mi. 

Soporimpoiitjon, Adhy M o. 

boshumni (son*), 479. 

Um knovor of Um SofO'** 
BrobmAa fioci out 

throusb tho, 48£-4l»7. 
Bubupli, MO iloop. tloop. , 
Bdirot^ ir>Tl. 

UdgitbA. medltotiouf on. 431, 
482. 

to bo vlOTOd W tbo 4011, 
401-402. 

V<I«iibo Vidj4, 801^. 40B400. 
ud tb« ornM On, 889, 804, 
4U. 

Uponwhotii. oad Mtybvbda, 
Jsi aoq. 

•peak of two 0 p«« of 
Brabnen, 48-46. 
the lobjeet-UAtter of tbe, 
ia BreluBoa, 101. 

Vpiaanta, or* sot porta of 
•oorilieoi, W^-3B8. 
ooosoetod with aoerUieiol 
•eU or* ralid for all 
Bikhfta, 408-409. 
anbaaco tbo romtll of toori- 
fi<«a, 416. 

VaiMdilkaa. tboir phlluopbi- 
col viowa asd tboir rofnto- 
tics. 907-914, 939. 964. 976- 
.976. 

Vaioriaoro. it Brabman, 89-96. 
t^piaaoA, 866. 40M10. 

Vidyia. aS»-M. 386. 
VijaaoBoyisa, 9^-98, 169, 879, 
. 400. 

Vimadova, 06-67, 483. 


VIoudova. 288-986. 

VAyu, too Air. 

Vouaa. baT« no rala« lor tb« 
kiHWoi of Brahman, 91. 

Ibe study of, ka o pro- 
roquUito for Vod&nto and 
Burra MimAmab, 96. 
praacriba oota, 32-83. 
who ara ontiUad to tbo otudy 
of tbo. 117-118. 198-199. 

Um. world craatad from tbo, 
aro oUmai, 199-193. 

Vedinto, bolda tbo idostity 
of tho tool and Brahoutn, 
98. 

room for rootouiag is, 80. 
beina> booed ou tbo firutia ia 
more oatboritotira than 
the SAakhyo Smriti, 174-176. 
VodAnto toxta, firo too loiow- 
lodoa of tbo rool nature of 
Uie Soif, 19, 9t, 98. 
tbo main purport «1 tbo. io 
Brahroan. 39, 33, 34. SB, 350. 
aro tbo only proof of Brab- 
nian. 33. 

refor to an iotollisoat priir- 
ciplo at tbo first Oauao. 
44-46. 

tboro is no coafliot in tbo. 

- with rokpoot to Brobnon 
os tbo Pint Couao, 147-160. 
toacb tbo Bopromo Mf. 
491-499. 

Vidobsuukti, kitowsr of 
Urtbmon oMoias, 467. 

Vi<lkA Mu. 8. 1. 1 and Kotb. 

1. 8. 1 form eiM, 889-390. 
Brih. 3. 4. 1 and 3. 6. 1 fomt 
ono, 30OB99. 

Brih. 6. 4. 1 and 6. 6. 9 form 
¥<m«. 803-804. 

Vidybi (UpAoaoAa), what arw 
^•f 864. 
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with idMitk*! or oimilor forau 
oiw ouo Vtdyi. 305-930. 
particslon of 

BMoUoDOtl in difiorwt 
p)mm or* to be oomblaod 
iDto one tneditetion, 900. 
861. 

kevinit diSereni snbjeoi- 
metW ere different, 861* 
864. 

ideotioet, in tho eeine Siklii 
here to bo oonbincd, 878. 
veriovu. like the S&odiiye ete. 
ero to be kept aei»erete, 
411-419. 

one ie to bo aelected fron 
emoAfi tho. roletins to 
Drelimea, 41S. 

yielding pertieoler detWoB 
mey or mey iwt be oonw 
bined, 413-413. 

ao’iptarel •tetementa ref«- 
rmg to, enjoin ineditateoa, 
490-489. 

Virejk, 881. 

.Yi^utAdreiterlde. 6. 

Vital forme, too Prkne. 

V>4ee. 886. ^ 

.‘WekiM etete, la reel in CO&w 
^naon with dreeau, 990- 

Water, oreoted fron Are, S46. 
earth ereeted from, 946-S47. 
oelied SreddhI. S»7. 800-801. 
aa the dreaa of Prlne, 871. 

Word, tho reletlon between, 
end ite objecte ia otemel. 


tha world originetea from, 
190-191. 

Work, CD whom the acripturee 
anjoie, 434-496. 

tho knower of tho Self ia not 
boond by the effeote of, 
490. 

an Indirect moena to 
Knowtedga. 434-480. 

bea no pert ia prodooing 
LibenitJoii, 436. 

the raaulu of obUgatoiy. ia 
not daatroyed by KiMwledge. 
460-470. 

regular, o4atribut« to 
Knowledge indinaoUy, 470. 

done with e deaire doea not 
help the origination of 
Knowledge. 470. 

aacriAcial, not oombiaod 
with maditetiooe eho heipa 
in tho origination of 
Knowledge, 471. 

all, including Prirebdbe of 
the Knower of Brahman 
era dettroyod et daeth, 
479. 

Bee alao Karme. 

World, tba. originatoa from 
the worda of tho Vedea,. 
190-191. 

doea not boeona ebaolutely 
non-oii»tent at Praieya, 
198. 178-174, 184. 

Brehaien ia the materiel 
end effleieat eauae of the, 
1S6-101, 906. 

end lirehman, 167-171, 180-181. 
185. 


s 
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BRAHUA-SUTRAS 


ia DraliBuiB arwt 
befora crMtion. 171. 
aB illDrioB, 17S. 
vidwat a befinntng. 
188>1»7. 

•xiftod ia formar cyelca, 
IWH. 

tba aitaraal, ia not Jf*' 
tooatkv naa-axirtant. S3ft> 

m. 


Tama. 906-300. 

You Sairiti. raluUtion of, 
Tia-167. 

Yc«B-Sutnui, S6. 

Yoffina, 93S. 

tba Umitationi aa to tim for 
tba moda of dapartura at 
doath apply to tba. 480- 
401. 
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